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This study examines parental involvement with reference to accessibility,
engagement, and responsibility to their children; and to what extent such an involvement
is influenced by the father and/or the custodial parent’s behavior factors (history of
companionship and offspring), peripheral factors (institutional and program
participation), and personal characteristics (age, education, employment, occupation,
income, etc.). The study sample consists of 163 African-American unwed fathers with at
least one child out of wedlock for whom they must pay child support. All respondents
participated in the study voluntarily. The sample selection was based on random
drawings from electronic case files and referral sources to the Child Access and
Visitation Program which is conducted by a community based social work organization
serving metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia. The conceptual model of the study included
series of structural equations leading to parental involvement. Data analysis was
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conducted at both descriptive and inferential levels. The inferential statistics included a
series of multiple regression equations guided by the conceptual model in order to
determine the model strengths, fitness of equation, and the strength of the predictors.
Results show that characteristics of both parents significantly affect their history of
companionship and offspring, which in turn affects their (parental) relationship. The
parental relationship also seems to be influenced by institutional factors. Their parental
relationship, in its turn, significantly affects the variable of program impact; and, father’s
accessibility, engagement and responsibility toward his child(ren). Although a bi
directional relationship between program impact and parental involvement is proposed in
the conceptual model, the data supported only a unidirectional impact of program impact
on parental involvement. In sum, study results suggest that the parental relationship, the
unwed father’s legal standing and child support status are critical predictors of parental
involvement. The study findings may prove to be useful not only for policy makers in
this area, but also to social science researchers, and social work practitioners, program
managers, case work supervisors, father-custodial parent mediators, and obviously, the
unwed fathers themselves.
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The 1 990s have witnessed a significant increase in attention to fatherhood and
fatherhood involvement in America. This movement is characterized by the emergence
of national fatherhood organizations and lobbying groups, such as the National
Fatherhood Initiative and Dads are Parents Too. For African-American men, this
emphasis culminated into a major theme during the 1996 Million Man March held in
Washington, D.C. Focus on father’s involvement by federal and state governments have
primarily been associated with efforts to increase the collection and enforcement of child
support payments. Regardless of the approach, the urgency for fatherhood involvement
has been placed at the forefront of American interest.
As an African-American male growing up in Northern California, this researcher
was one of five children who had the benefit of living in a two-parent home until the age
of eleven. However, after the parent’s divorce, the children were still afforded the benefit
of access to father. Although actual physical involvement sharply declined, the
children’s ability to reach their father by phone and through occasional visits remained
steady. Some of this void was filled by the added benefit of growing up in a community
with many friends in two-parent homes. Their fathers, along with the involvement of our
own uncles, represented the adult male presence in the home and community.
1
2
This tremendous support created an intensified desire to remain connected to
one’s own father, notwithstanding the relationship between the parents. As a child,
unquestionably, having the benefit of actual physical involvement by our father would
have far out weighed the impact of these other father figures.
Once an adult, married and with children, the practice of being a fully involved
father remains an intimate goal which was spawned from this childhood experience.
From coaching teams, serving as Parent Teacher Association President to combing hair,
active physical and emotional involvement has become a way of life, as well as the
defining behavior associated with responsible fatherhood.
For many fathers this level of involvement is more of a myth than reality. A
realization that is especially true for fathers with children born out of wedlock. For these
non-custodial fathers, lack of parental involvement is placed within the context of their
relationship with the mother, economic condition and legal status with the children.
Furthermore, efforts to define what constitutes being “responsible and involved”
have sparked national dialog. Center to the debate is the ability of non-resident fathers to
care for and support their children. Pervasive themes that dominate the media and
political landscape today evolve around the Deadbeat Dad phenomena. Deadbeat Dads
are those men who fail to meet their financial obligation of making child support
payments, which in turn means failure to care for their children. Here, little consideration
is given to their actual parenting time or nurturing behavior. Thus, responsible
fatherhood has becomes one-dimensional (Mincy & Sorensen, 1994).
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Statement of the Problem
There are many stereotypes that are often applied to black men, including
assumptions that they are lazy, peripheral, or unavailable. Knowledge on African-
American families, in general, prior to mid-1980 largely ignored, distorted, or minimized
the parenting role of African-American men (Boyd-Franklin, 1989)
Attempts to assist fathers in becoming better parents have primarily involved
strategies to increase their ability to make child support payments. This is accomplished
through the use ofjob training and placement initiatives, skills development and self
esteem enhancement programs. Research using this approach tends to focus on African-
American men who have not accepted their parental responsibility and ignore men who
attempt to fulfill their obligation to their children (Cochran. 1997).
Because societal efforts to engage unwed fathers in parenting have primarily
focused on their economic contributions, it was important to conduct this descriptive
study in order to explore the impact of other intervening factors. To date, very little
consideration has been given as to how unwed fathers experience combining factor such
as their legal standing, relationship with the custodial parent, economic status, and child
support paying behavior. The primary focus of this study was to ascertain the degree to
which unwed fathers experience such challenges to their parental involvement
As a result of sweeping changes in welfare reform over the last ten years,
increased attention to unwed fathers have emerged. While meeting their child support
obligation is the centerpiece of public attention, little consideration is given to other
challenges which affect their ability to be involved and responsible parents.
.!ik::a~:J~IL~.:;~: ~ ~..i: ,.~.
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One problem unwed fathers face involves their legal standing. Unlike a child
born within a marital relationship, the nonmarital child is considered to be without a
father unless his paternity has been established by law (Casebolt, 1988). Unwed fathers
are required to engage the legal system in order to establish paternity and legalize their
children. Without this legitimation action, fathers are unable to pursue visitation, custody
or any other rights associated with being involved. Unfortunately, many fathers are
unaware of this requirement and assume that because they pay child support they have
the legal right to be involved. The optimum legal standing for any unwed fathers is one
who has established paternity, legalized his child through legitimation, and obtained a
visitation order which outlines in detail the terms of his involvement. This process can be
costly and frustrating. However, without the correct legal standing their involvement is
treated as a privilege and not his right.
Another problem unwed fathers face involve their relationship with the custodial
parent. Even with the correct legal standing, cooperation from the custodial parent is a
critical intervening factor which dictates the degree of access and quality of involvement.
According to Whitehead (1996), men can’t father unless the mothers of their
children allow it. Whitehead goes on to say, the fatherhood problem will not be solved
by men along. The success of any effort hinges on the attitudes and behavior of women.
Studies have shown that parents with positive attitudes toward one another are
more likely to communicate on matters related to their children. Unwed fathers engaged
in dysfunctional communication or behavior patterns toward the mother may fmd the
quality of their involvement limiting.
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The economic status of unwed fathers also represents a problem linked to parental
involvement. The literature is replete with studies that put forward associations between
employment and responsible father involvement. Unemployed or underemployed fathers
unable to meet their financial obligation are likely to face both legal problems such as
child abandonment and relational problems such as conflicts with mother. Also, they are
less likely to engage the legal system to pursue visitation rights due to its costliness.
Underemployed fathers are also faced with the challenge of finding the time to
spend with their children even with cooperation from the mother. These fathers typically
work to meet their child support obligation while attempting to keep themselves above
the poverty line. It is not unusual to find individuals with multiple jobs working more
than 60 hours a week. Such an employment demand means less availability for
parenting.
Child support paying behavior represents another problem associated with
involvement. Fathers who fail to meet their child support obligation or make payments
infrequently are likely to experience problems with involvement. It is unclear; however,
if child support paying behavior is the cause or result of a strained relationship with the
custodial parent. Lack of payment may also result from their economic status or
challenges associated with parental involvement. These factors singularly or combined
provide a profile which details the challenges unwed fathers face when attempting to
become involved with their children
Obtaining a clearer understanding of factors associated with father involvement is
spawned by the overwhelming number of children born to poverty and residing in single
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parent female-headed households. In Georgia during the 2003 fiscal year, 53,666
children were born to unwed parents (Georgia Department of Human Resources, 2004).
Findings presented by the National Fatherhood Institute (1998), indicate that the number
of children living in father absent homes exceeds 22 million.
The U. S. Bureau of Census (1996) report only one-third of black children, in
particular, live with both parents. Absenteeism of the father from the home is frequently
presented by researchers as a primary variable when attempting to predict school failure,
low self-esteem among youth, poverty, criminal involvement, deviant behavior, and
marital failure.
Purpose of the Study
In an effort to contribute to the limited body of knowledge on African-American
unwed fathers who desire to be involved with their children, the purpose of this study is
to explain the influence on an unwed father’s parental involvement with reference to his
accessibility, engagement, and responsibility toward his child(ren) by one or more of the
following factors: (1) unwed father and custodial parent characteristics, (2) histories of
companionship and offspring, (3) institutional factors such as child support status and
legal standing, (4) an unwed father’s relationship with the custodial parent, and
(5) participation in a federally funded community based visitation program designed to
help non-custodial parents gain access to and visitation with their children. The
participants in this study are fathers with a least one child born out of wedlock for whom
they must pay child support.
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Research Questions
The research questions of this study address the issue of unwed fathers’
involvement with his child or children.
RQ 1: To what extent are the unwed fathers satisfied with accessibility,
engagement, and responsibility to their children?
RQ2: What are the behavioral factors (such as history of companionship and
offspring as well as the relationship between the biological parents of the
child) that are directly responsible to the unwed father’s involvement?
RQ3: How do peripheral factors (such as institutional factors and program
participation) influence the unwed father’s involvement with the child?
RQ4: To what extent the personal characteristics of either or both biological
parents influence there relationship, which in turn affect the unwed
father’s involvement with his child.
By answering these questions, this study attempts to test the following hypotheses
and achieve its overall objective.
Hypotheses
The null hypotheses for this study are as follows:
H01: There is no significant statistical relationship between unwed father
characteristics and unwed father history of companionship and off spring.
H02: There is no significant statistical relationship between custodial parent
characteristics and custodial parent history of companionship and
offspring.
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H03: There is no significant statistical relationship between unwed father
history of companionship and offspring, custodial parent history of
companionship and offspring, and institutional factors with reference to
their parental relationship.
H04: There is no significant statistical relationship between parental relationship
and unwed fathers access, engagement, and responsibility to his child.
H05: There is no significant statistical relationship between parental relationship
and program impact.
H06: There is no significant statistical relationship between program impact and
unwed father’s access, engagement, and responsibility to his child.
H07: There is no significant statistical bidirectional relationship between unwed
fathers access, engagement, and responsibility to his child and program
impact.
Significance of the Study
In order to have the legal right to actively engage in parental involvement,
African-American unwed fathers in Georgia must engage the court system. The success
or failure at involvement hinges on their relational status with the custodial parent.
Furthermore, the actual ability and desire to be involved may be impacted by their
employment and child support status.
This study sought to expand the current knowledge base on African-American
unwed fathers. By examining those who desire to remain engaged in the parenting
process, this study explores systemic factors which influence parental involvement.
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According to Hamer (1997), research and the evaluation on parental involvement
among African-American unwed fathers in particular has faired poorly in the literature.
Current statistics and the majority of past research seem to confirm the vague paternal
and familial position of African-American non-custodial fathers.
This study sought to add clarity regarding perceived problems relating to father
involvement. Knowing this information is important because the success or failure of
father’s efforts remain involved depends largely on their understanding of systemic
influences. It is, therefore, of great significance to demonstrate with these data whether
father involvement is influenced by their legal standing, relationship with the custodial
parent, employment status and child support paying behavior.
Definition of Terms
This study focused on parental involvement among African-American unwed
fathers. Therefore, it is important to provide uniform definitions that are present
throughout this study.
Child access: accessibility to a child by having knowledge of the child’s location,
telephone access, or ability to contact the child.
Child support status: whether the father is current or behind in child support
payments and amount of pay.
Custodial parent relations: level of conflict with the mother, degree of sexual
involvement with the mother.
Dependent variable: level of parental participation among African-American
unwed fathers.
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Economic status: whether the father is unemployed, employed part-time,
employed full time, and annual income.
Independent variables: legal status, relational status, and economic status.
Legal standing ofthe father: a father who has legitimated his child(ren.)
Legitimization: a process by which a father files a petition in court to establish a
legal relationship with his child.
Non-residentfather: describes a biological father that does not reside in the same
home as his child.
Parental involvement: there are three types of involvement. The first one is
engagement which is time spent in actual one-on-one interaction with the child, whether
feeding her or helping him with homework. The second type of involvement is
accessibility which is time spent in the child’s immediate surrounding; for example,
sitting in one room while the child plays in the next. The third type of involvement is
ultimate responsibilityfor the care of his child which involves making child-care and
baby sitting arrangements, making doctors appointments, and attending parent-teacher
conferences.
Paternity: a legal action brought by either a father, mother, or another interested
party to establish that a father is the biological father of a child, and therefore has a duty
to support the child.
Puta~ive father: a father of a child born out-of-wedlock.
Visitation: to physically visit with the child or have the child visit the father.
Visitation rights: an order that is signed by a judge outlining the father’s
visitation schedule, which consist of set times and dates during the month.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This review of literature provides a critical evaluation of previous research on
fatherhood. Specifically, it organizes, integrates and evaluates previously published
material on fatherhood and involvement efforts, with emphasis on unwed African-
American fathers. The review covers the historical perspective of fatherhood; legal status
of unwed fathers and their involvement; custodial parent relations and father
involvement; economic status and father involvement; child support status and father
involvement, and the theoretical framework used to guide this research investigation.
Historical Perspective of Fatherhood
The current state of affairs concerning father involvement is best understood
within a historical context, including the fatherhood movement, and understanding
parental involvement among fathers. In American society a man is defined by his ability
to provide for his family. He is the one who is responsible for economically sustaining
their growth and well-being. His ability to provide economically for his family is
foremost as is his public image and self esteem is directly related to his income
(McAdoo, 1993).
Tripp-Reimer and Wilson (1990), describe the ideal father that has been
predominant in Western culture. They suggest that fatherhood can be understood in
11
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terms of interactional social responsibilities and functions and discuss the nature of
fathering in regard to five separate and discreet functions.
The first function is the legal and genetic endowment a father provides to his
offspring. The second function of fathering is the provision of material sustenance to
family members, usually in the form of housing and food; a good father supported his
offspring in the pursuit of happiness, careers, and academic fulfillment. Third, fathers
protect their offspring from physical harm. Fourth, they are care giving. Fifth, the
formation function defined as the father’s distinct contribution to the formation of the
child’s character and personality.
Historian John Demos (1982) outlined a description of pre-industrial father
involvement by delineating a myriad of paternal roles including pedagogue, guidance
counselor, benefactor, moral overseer, psychologist, model, progenitor, companion,
caregiver, disciplinarian, and provider.
According to Hamer (1997), the Western ideal of fatherhood developed out of the
patriarchal system founded on white men’s ownership and control of property. Thus
fathers had status both in the public and private spheres. Overall, the ideal of fatherhood
in Western society is founded on the past social economic and political realities of white
men and women.
Blankenhorn (1995) and others who accept and aspire to this ideal, a good father
is first and foremost a provider. The male’s income is directly connected with the male’s
image. The good father’s ability to provide economically for his family is as important to
him as his family—and his family, his children, are very important.
I .I:I:*,
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In connection with the good-provider father, even during the Great Depression,
Middletown’ s expectations for a man, as listed in Middletown in Transition, include
having a traditional family consisting of husband, wife, and children (note the plural) and
that a man owes it to himself, to his family, and to society to succeed. The good-provider
father seems rooted in a Protestant work ethic, an ethic that apparently under girded much
of Middletown economic mentality, as explicitly captured in the prevalent reported
attitudes that if a man does not “get on” it is his own fault (Lynd & Lynd, 1937).
Earlier studies on African-American fathers tended to rely on white, middle-class,
Western and mainstream families as the primary frame of reference. The image of
African-American fathers that emerged from those studies is that of an invisible figure
who is either absent from the home or peripheral to the day-to-day functioning of an
unstable family unit (Cochran, 1997).
Billingsley (1988) asserts that some family functions are essentially instrumental
in character, serving to maintain the basic physical and social integrity of the family unit-
e.g. the provision of food clothing, shelter and health care. Other functions are more
expressive in character, designed to maintain and enhance social and emotional
relationships and feelings among family members. Still others functions involve an
inextricable mixture of instrumental and expressive qualities. Also, Hamer (1990) states
that the ideal image of both the custodial and noncustodial father ranks financial support
as the primary aspect of a man’s role as a father. This is understandable given that the
Western ideal of the good father has evolved out of the historical social and economic
conditions of the Western white population.
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Okun (as cited in Otha & Anderson, 1996) hold that status of the wife and
children in the community were based on the father’s wealth. In this regard, research and
clinical study on families are based on a narrow band of white middle-class urbanites
who live in a very different sociocultural context than many of today’s families.
McAdoo (1988) also notes that most of the sociological literature relating to the
provider role of the fathers sees him as playing only an instrumental role. He was seen as
being primarily a provider who both protected the family from the outside world and was
the conduit of information and resources between the family and outside world.
The Fatherhood Movement
Since the 1 970s, the issue of fathering and father involvement has generated
considerable interest within the social sciences. A growing body of literature has situated
fatherhood in a historical context. Multiple factors likely precipitated the increased
attention to fathers and the effects of responsible fathering on children’s well being.
Changing gender roles and women’s increased rated of participation in the paid labor
force prompted fathers to assume different parenting responsibilities than even a
generation ago, while the increases in divorce, remarriage and nonmarital births created
new contexts—and sometime new challenges—for the development of father-child
relationships (Anderson, Kohier, & Letiecq, 2002).
It appears that the social and political interest in economically disadvantaged
fathers is largely based on concerns over the prevalence of single-parent families and the
disproportionately high rate of poverty among female-headed households. From a policy
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perspective, father involvement largely has been viewed as a way of reducing child
poverty rates and helping families transition off public assistance (Anderson et al., 2002).
Fathers want to be active in raising their children. Fathers are an integral part of
their children’s lives, both providing for their children’s economic needs and in ensuring
safe and nurturing environment (United States Office of Personnel Management, 2003).
Fathers provide a unique contribution to the development of their children through their
interactions. Because the process of fathering may not necessarily be synonymous with
mothers, understanding of gender differences in care giving styles provides family life
educators with a foundation for promoting optimal fathering (Myers, 1993).
According to Flouri, Buchanan, and Bean (2002), fathers who are involved with
their children are likely to be involved in their children’s school as well. Thus, it is
possible that father involvement changed the children’s school environment in way s that
make the environment more conductive to learning, influences teachers and
administrators that they intervene early when potential problems in the children’s
academic performance or behavior are noted and directly influences children’s attitude to
school through its concrete demonstration that school matters to their fathers.
The impact of father involvement, positive or negative is reflected in children’s
behavior. In a study examining the role of biological and social fathers in the lives of low
income African-American adolescent girls, 302 participants were selected in which two
thirds were biological and one third social fathers. Results showed daughters’
perceptions of anger and alienation from father was related to greater emotional and
behavioral problems from adolescents. A combination of low contact and high levels of
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either anger or trust in their daughter-father relationship related to particularly deleterious
psychosocial outcomes for adolescents girls (Coley, 2003).
Father’s involvement beyond an instrumental role has brought about a renewed
interest in society and set forth what iias become known as the Fatherhood Movement. In
the 1990s , the Fatherhood Initiative of the Clinton Administration stimulated the
development of national databases concerning fathers at the same time that pubic
discussion engaged contrasting cultural images of bad absent or deadbeat dads versus the
good involved and nurturing dad. Debate about the status of the family yielded
conflicting recommendations concerning fatherhood, some urging a reinvigoration of
traditional paternal roles and others encouraging acceptance of diverse family forms that
may or may not include fathers (Thompson, 2003).
Bertoia and Drakich, (1993) argue that the fatherhood project of family law
reform, although viewed as serving all fathers, is primarily driven by the fathers’ personal
stake in the issues and the hope of changing their current situation. Family law reforms
brought about a new social movement and lobby group-fathers’ rights.
In 1990, the psychologies Richard Majors, founded the National Council of
African-American Men (NCAAM), an umbrella organization to coordinate the search for
long-term solutions and monitor activities of many groups that work on behalf of black
males. In addition to coalition building, advocacy and self-help initiatives, NCAAM
sponsors workshops on manhood training, family responsibility, and how to take
advantage of one’s life. NCAAM also developed the Journal of African-American Male
Studies (White & Cones, 1999).
~ ~
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The National Fatherhood Initiative was founded in 1994 to lead a society wide
movement to confront the problem of father absence. Its mission is to improve the well
being of children by increasing the proportion of children growing up with involved,
responsible, and committed fathers. NFl Encourages and supports family and father-
friendly policies, develops national public education campaigns to highlight the
importance of fathers in the lives of their children, provides motivation for national and
local coalition-building, and provides resources to me to help them be better dads.
(National Fatherhood Initiative, 2005).
The United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), through the
Administration for Children and Families, launched its Fatherhood Initiative which is
aimed at improving opportunities for low income fathers. HHS programs are designed to
help low-income fathers obtain the skills they need to provide financial and emotional
support for their children. The Incarcerated Parents and Their Families Initiative seek to
unite incarcerated parents and their families. HHS also providing funding support to the
Partners for Fragile Families Initiative which is aimed at helping fathers work with
mothers of their children in sharing the legal, financial, and emotional responsibilities
parenthood (United States Department of Health and Human Services, Fatherhood
Initiative, 2006).
Parental Involvement Among Fathers
A noteworthy challenge understanding research on father involvement is the lack
of theory linking specific aspects of father involvement to child developmental outcomes.
While “positive” father involvement is linked with positive outcomes for children, it is
U ~ ~:.![]!].!!.:±.~L:~U4 ..]![]~IW~!][!~ •fl[~. .[~:!~[ .![..~
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unclear what “positive” means in a diverse economic and cultural/ethnic context. In lieu
of a grand theory, the field has relied on different models of fatherhood that
conceptualize father involvement as multidimensional, including behaviors that extend
beyond the provider role (Cabrera, Shannon, Vogel, Timis-LeMonda, Ryan, Brooks
Gunn, Raikes, & Cohen, 2004).
This section presents varying perspectives of father involvement including father
involvement concepts, theories and measures of father involvement, impact of fathering
on fathers, and African-American fathers and involvement.
Father Involvement Concept
Investigators of father involvement have struggled with definitions of what it
means to be an “involved father.” Father involvement is multidimensional, continually
evolving concept-both at the level of scholarship and at the level of cultural awareness.
Although cultural ideas of fatherhood have evolved over time, much of what we
understand about parenting (and particularly what we think of as food parenting) stems
from research and theory developed on mothers—the maternal template. In effect, we
are struggling against generational, gender, class and ethnic biases (Cabrera, Timis
LeMonda, Lamb, & Boller, 1999).
Sullivan, McBride, and Ring Ho (2004), suggest as conceptualizations of
fathering have expanded to more filly include the many ways men can parent, ways of
thinking about and measuring father involvement have been challenged. For example, do
multiple aspects of fathering behavior yet reflect a unitary construct of “father
involvement,” or do multidimensional, composed of separate facets of men’s parenting?
k,Eu UUkL
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In parallel, can a brief~ comprehensive measure of the general construct of “father
involvement” be treated and used effectively, or is the best approach to measure different
aspects of involvement separately, depending on the goals of a particular study.
Parke (2000) approached the concept of father involvement from a developmental
psychological perspective. In recognizing how difficult it is to define the complexities of
father involvement, Parke, suggest that dimensions of father involvement include such
relationship components as direct interaction, availability, and the managerial function, as
all are conceptually distinct. Other issues worthy of careful consideration are the context
of father involvement, processes used to index involvement, and dimensions of
involvement.
In a study sought to explore the construct of father involvement a focus on
identifying the strengths and limitations of undimensional versus multidimensional
approaches to thinking about involvement was presented. The dimensionality of father
involvement raised the following questions: if father involvement is unidimensional, this
means that involvement, as a general construct, is something that should be measured
using a single score. For example, one could measure a father’s involvement ands
conclude overall that he is a more or less involved father. Statistically speaking, as a
unidimensional construct, involvements different domains e.g., interaction, monitoring,
affection can be summarized by a single unitary factor. This means that a one-factor
analytic model should fit the data. If, on the other hand, the different domains of
involvement cannot be represented by a single factor (i.e., a one-factor model fails to fit
the data), it may suggest that father involvement is multidimensional, meaning that it
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consist of separate facets reflecting different aspects of men’s parenting. In this case, a
multiple (first-order) factor analytic model should fir the data (Sullivan, McBride, & Ring
Ho, 2004).
Coles (2001) approached the concept of involvement within the context of
parenting roles. Using a convenience sampling technique, 10 fathers were recruited for
this study. They are the first ten respondents in an ongoing ethnographical study of
African-American single full time fathers. Fathers were presented in a quantitative
questionnaire a list of six possible parenting roles and asked to prioritize them according
to their own fathering experience. Some patterns to emerge from the questionnaire
findings reveled fifty percent ranked provider as first in importance. However, if we
were to combine the top two positions of importance, 60% listed the provider in the top
two positions, and 40% listed teacher in the top two most important roles. Cole
concluded by emphasizing that the roles of these single fathers tend to identif~’ with
primarily provider and nurturer.
Moore and Koteichuck (2004) explored the concept of involvement within the
context of father’s participation in their child’s health care. Specifically, they sought to
explore the extent to which fathers are involved in their children’s health care and
identified those factors that are associated with greater involvement. Fathers self
reported the number of well-child visits (WCVs) that they had ever attended and which
factors influenced they attendance. Results from these one hundred-four urban fathers
showed that 89% had attended at least one visit, and 53% had high involvement (i.e., had
attended 40% of the American Academy of Pediatrics recommended visits for their
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child’s age). Additionally, finding indicate support for universal health coverage for
children might, in addition to other obvious benefits, enhance a father’s engagement with
his child’s health care.
Theories and Measures ofInvolvement
Fishbein and Ajzen’s (as cited in Marsiglio, 1988) Social Psychological Model of
Reasoned Action asserts that a person’s intention to perform a particular behavior is
considered to be the immediate determinant and vest predictor of behavior. In turn, a
person’s intention is influenced by an attitudinal and subjective norm component. An
attitude is considered to be a feeling of favorableness or unfavorableness toward
performing a given behavior. Using survey data from 325 high school males in a
Midwestern, metropolitan city, they examined young males’ beliefs, attitudes, normative
beliefs, and intentions regarding hypothetical living arrangements in the event of a
nonmarital pregnancy to a girl they have been dating for a year. On the bases of this
model, it was hypothesized that males’ intentions would be a function of their personal
attitudes ands perceptions of how they feel significant others would expect them to
behave. The attitudinal component was a powerful predictor of behavioral intentions of
blacks and whites alike, but the subjective norm component was a significant predictor of
intention on for whites.
Neville and Parke (1997) used the life-course theoretical perspective to assess
father involvement. According to the life-course perspective, the timing of entry into
various adult roles will, in part, determine the ways these roles are enacted. These
authors assert that several studies have documented the importance of timing of entry into
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fatherhood. Older fathers have expressed greater self-confidence and comfort in the
parental role and retrospective accounts suggest that late-timed fathers are perceived by
their children as more accepting than other fathers.
Impact ofFathering on Fathers
Stress and social support are social/structural variables that affect the care giving
behaviors regardless of their age, ethnicity, or marital status. Contextual stress that may
influence father-child relationships can stem from conflicts in the marital relationships of
difficulties with work. Parents who are affected by an unresolved conflict with their
spouse are likely to be withdrawn, distant and less emotionally available and sensitive to
their care giving (Myers, 1993).
Hamer (2002) conducted a study examining the impact of becoming a dad among
low-income and working class African-American fathers who gained custody of their
children. Twenty-four fathers were recruited and interviewed for this study. Results
showed that nonmarital custodial parenthood was not an arrangement fathers thought
would ever characterize their lived. Though the fathers in this study had primary
responsibility for their children, they generally did not have formal custody. Unlike most
middleclass, white, single-parenting fathers, most of these African-American, low
income and working-class, never-married fathers had not sought legal custody of their
children, nor did they have confirmed through the courts.
In a study investigating factors related to adolescent fathers’ willingness to take
parental responsibility for their children, 43 African-American urban unwed adolescent
fathers between the ages of 15 and 21 were utilized. Factors thought to influence
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willingness were perceived role expectations of others, adolescent father’s own role
expectations, and self-image. Results show that willingness to take responsibility for
one’s child care was influenced by self-image. A good self-image indicated that the
adolescent had begun to resolve internalized and interpersonal psychological conflicts.
An adolescent with a good self image is more prepared to handle the tasks of the next
stage of development-young adulthood. Adolescent fathers with a high self-image would
be more psychosocially prepared to handle fatherhood than those with low self-image.
Additionally, a father’s willingness to take responsibility for his child was also influenced
by his own expectations. Further, as father’s self-image and own expectations increased,
his willingness to take responsibility increased (Christmon, 1990).
Kost (2001) conducted a study using 20 young unwed fathers. She examined
their relationship with their own father and explored how these relationships influenced
their own paternal identity and relationships with their children. One of the concerns of
the present research is whether respondents felt they had experienced and
intergenerational transfer of norms about how one behaves as a father. This was a
difficult issue for these men to address. Results show that all the fathers in this study
expressed aspects of generativity, in that they felt needed by their child and observed
their own growth from interacting with their child. However, the saliency of their
identity as a father does not appear high, nor do these men place much value of the
emotional contributions they made to their children. Despite this expressed commitment,
the poor young men in this study appear to have adapted their fathering behavior in
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response to their own father or a father surrogate and to their relationship with the child’s
mother, and not in response to their child.
Glikman’ s (2004) longitudinal qualitative study of low-income young fathers,
investigated the context of their lives, the connections with their children and the young
mothers, and the implications these have for their sense of self. These 25 fathers were
recruited and initially interviewed from maternity floors of major urban teaching
hospitals. They were interviewed a second time one year later. Context was explored in
terms of family of origin and neighborhood, connects regarded their relationship with the
mothers and babies, and sense of self regarded their feelings about their parenting
abilities. Results show the neighborhood these men grew up in characterized by urban
problems such as drugs and violence, and the impact of their family origin such as being
raised by their mother or both parents influenced their connection with the mother and
their babies. This connection with the mother ranged for considering marriage ongoing
problems. The context and connections of these young men’s lives have clear
implications for sense of self. Some young men worried about feeling like a failed self
should they be unable to adequately provide for their child. This was a major concern for
these young men. Nevertheless they also spoke f feeling better about themselves now
that they had a child to care for.
African-American Fathers and Involvement
The roles of African-American non-resident fathers are not as clearly defined. It
is not unusual to hear the term “fatherlessness” as a characterization by researchers and
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policy makers referring to the number of African-American children residing in female-
headed households. However, no child is born fatherless (Hamer, 1997).
Boyd-Franklin (1989) asserts that there is, of course, considerable variability in
the responses of black men to fatherhood, as there is in all ethnic groups. Some live in
the home and are very active in childrearing; some live in the home but are peripheral to
their children’s lives; some are involved but living outside the home. Some acknowledge
their children, some do not; some provide support, others do not. Despite this obvious
variability, there has been an assumption in the social science literature that the black
man is peripheral to the lives of his children
For African-American fathers, whether never married, divorced or separated they
are usually seen in an obscure position within the family system and portrayed as
phantoms or villains who show little or no real feelings for their families’ well-being
(Hail, 1981). African-American fathers have traditionally been evaluated differently
from the way men of other ethnic groups have been evaluated. African-American men
are found in all socioeconomic classes in American society. However, most social
science literature focused on men at the lowest economic level, generalizing study
findings to African-American fathers of other socioeconomic classes (McAdoo, 1993).
Early social science literature presented wives’ evaluations of African-American men’s
roles within the family, whereas in research on European American men, the men’s
responses were recorded and evaluated (McAdoo, 1993).
Research findings on perceptions and attitudes regarding parental functions as
reported by non-resident fathers show they place different values on what constitutes
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successful functioning as a non-resident parent. In a study of 38 non-custodial fathers, it
was found that they placed little importance on the notion of economic support and legal
endowment. To these men, the primary functions of fatherhood consisted of spending
time with their children; providing emotional support; providing discipline; being a role
model, teaching boys how to be men and girls how to be young ladies, and finally,
providing economic support (Hamer 1997).
A similar study found that younger less-educated men spent more time caring for
their pre-school children than those with college education; this contradicts some
common perceptions about lower educated fathers (Jocobsens & Edmondon, 1993).
Other factors that contribute to his ability to parent responsibly include his self-
expectations and role perception. A study of 43 African-American unwed adolescent
fathers, found that their willingness to take responsibility for their child’s care was
significantly influenced by self image (Christmon, 1990). In another study, it was found
that the numbers of hours per week of work and the income of black fathers was
significantly related to their role perception, and parental responsibility was influenced by
his role expectations and self-image (Bryan & Ajo, 1992).
Hawkins, Palkovitz, Christiansen, Shawn, and Randal (2002) argued that father
involvement is a multidimensional construct that includes affective, cognitive, and ethical
components, as well as observable components, and that includes indirect forms of
involvement (e.g., providing, supporting mother) as well. Their goal was to develop a
reliable and valid self-report instrument for fathers that captured the breadth and richness
of father involvement, but short enough for inclusion in large scale surveys of broader
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family issues. Results from focus groups and comparisons with resident father yielded
nine dimensions that can be seen as indicators of a single, global construct of father
involvement. These include: providing, support of the mother, discipline and teaching
responsibility, and encouraging success in school, giving praise and affection, spending
time together and talking, being attentive to their children’s daily lives, reading to their
children, and encouraging children to develop their talents.
Day (1998) argued that there are basically three types of parental involvement.
The first, and most restrictive type is Engagement—actual one-on-one interaction with
the child whether feeding her, helping him with homework or playing catch on the
sidewalk. Second, Accessibility—time spent sitting in one room while the child plays in
the next room; here, there is less intensive interaction. Third, Ultimate Responsibility
and Care of the Child—differences are made between being responsible for child care
and helping out when it is convenient. It involves knowing when the children need to go
the pediatrician, making the appointment, and making sure the child gets to it. It involves
making child-care and baby-sitting arrangements, ensuring that the child has clothes to
wear and making adjustments for supervision when the child is sick.
Legal Status of Unwed Fathers and Their Involvement
An unwed father’s legal status determines if he has the legal right to be involved
with his child. His legal standing serves as a reference point when in disagreement with
the custodial parent. A father’s legal standing with his child also dictates the extent to
which he can peruse his right to visitation. Pursuing visitation rights or simply obtaining
access to ones children vary by a father’s marital status or legal standing. The following
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outlines the evolution of unwed fathers’ rights, A comparison between divorced,
separated and unwed fathers is presented to highlight these differences.
Legal Evolution of Unwed Fathers’ Rights
Particular interest in this section of the review outlines the emergence of putative
fathers’ rights in the United States by exploring a sequence of four United States
Supreme Court decisions: Stanly v. Illinois, 405 U.S. 6 45 (1971); Qulloin v. Walcott,
434 U.S. 246 (1978); Caban i’. Mohammed, 441 U.S. 380 (1979); and Lehr v. Robertson,
463 U.S. 248 (1983). Furthermore, this section will present the Adoption Act of 1990,
which distinguishes between legal and biological unwed fathers. Finally, the 1992
Amendment, establishing the putative father’s registry, and the 1997 Amendment,
altering the effect of the biological father’s failure to register with the Georgia putative
father registry, is presented.
According to Blacks Law Dictionary (1990), a putative father is defined as “[an]
alleged or reputed father of a child born out of wedlock.” Putative father also refers to an
unmarried father, unwed father and biological father. While each of these cases involves
matters of adoption, these decisions set the parameter for defining rights of unwed fathers
(Thompson, 1998).
Stanly v. Illinois
Stanley v. Illinois, 405 U.S. 6 45 (1971) is the seminal decision establishing
biologically-based family rights that prevail over states regulations. Stanley involved a
dispute over the status of the children of an unwed mother after her death. Stanley was
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the biological father of the children who had lived with them and their mother
intermittently over an eighteen year period. He challenged the Illinois statute which
automatically made the children of the unwed father wards of the state upon the death of
their mother (Maitz, 1991).
Under that scheme the children of unmarried fathers, upon the death of the
mother, are declared dependents without any hearing on parental fitness and without
proof of neglect, though such hearing and proof are required before the state assumes
custody of children of married or divorced parents and unmarried mothers. The Illinois
Supreme Court, holding that petitioner could properly be separated from his children
upon mere proof that he and the dead mother had not been married and that petitioner’s
fitness as a father was irrelevant, rejected petitioner’s clam (Stanley v. Illinois, 405 U.S.
645, 1972).
According to Thompson (1998), the Supreme Court held that an Illinois statutory
scheme that included a presumption that unwed fathers were unsuitable and neglectful
parents, and therefore not entitled to a parental fitness hearing before their parental rights
were terminated, violated the Due Process Claus of the Fourteenth Amendment
Thompson went on to point out, because Illinois provided married parents,
divorced parents, and unmarried mothers with a fitness hearing before their parental
rights were terminated, the Court held that the Equal Protection Clause requires such a
hearing to be provided to unwed fathers as well.
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Quilloin v. Walcott
While in Stanley the Court addressed a state’s attempt to break up an existing
family unit, in Quilloin v. Walcott, 434 U.S. 246 (1978), the Court considered a case in
which the father and child never lived together. The Georgia Statute at issue in Quilloin
denied a father the authority to veto the adoption of his child corn out of wedlock
(Thompson, 1998).
Under Georgia law no adoption of a child born in wedlock is permitted with out
the consent of each living parent (including divorced or separated parents) who has not
voluntarily surrendered rights in the child or been adjudicated an unfit parent. In
contrast, 74-403 (3) and 74-203 of the Georgia Code provide that only the mother’s
consent is requited the adoption of an illegitimate child. However, the father may acquire
veto authority over the adoption if he has legitimated the child pursuant to 74-103 of the
Code (Quilloin v. Walcott, 434 U.S. 246, 1978).
The Georgia statute at issue in Quilloin denied a father the authority to veto the
adoption of his child born out of wedlock. In Quilloin, the putative father did not attempt
to legitimate his child until roughly eleven years after the child’s birth when the child’s
stepfather petitioned for the child’s adoption. Upholding the statutes as applied, a
unanimous Court decided that the “best interest of the child” standard adequately
protected the putative father’s substantive due process rights (Thompson, 1998).
The U.S. Supreme court, affirming Georgia Supreme Court Held: under the
circumstances appellant’s substantive rights under the Due Process Clause were not
violated by application of a “best interest of the child” standard. This is not a case in
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which the unwed father at any tine had, or sought, custody of his child or in which the
proposed adoption would place the child with a new set of parents with whom the child
had never lived. Rather, the result of adoption here is to give full recognition to an
existing family unit (Quilloin v. Walcott., 434 U.S. 246, 1978).
In Quilloin, the Court made it clear what the Stanley decision merely alluded to-
the rights of putative fathers will not receive constitutional protection unless the father
undertake significant responsibility for the care of their children (Thompson, 1998).
Caban v. Mohammed
While the Qulloin Court confined its attention to a state’s distinction between
unmarried and divorced or separated fathers, in Caban v. Mohammed, 441 U.S. 380
(1979), the court found a New York statute’s requirement of only the mother’s consent to
the adoption of a child born out of wedlock to be an unconstitutional gender-based
distinction between the rights of unmarred mothers and unmarried fathers (Thompson,
1998).
The Statute at issue made no exception for a father who had established a
substantial relationship with his child. In Caban, the biological father lived with the
mother and their children for several years, contributed to their support, and visited the
children frequently. While holding that the gender-base classification of the New York
law was unconstitutional, the Court, consistent with its reasoning in Stanley v. Quillin,
reaffirmed that in those cases where the father never has come forward to participate in
the rearing of his child, nothing in the Equal Protection Clause precludes the State from
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withholding from him the privilege of vetoing the adoption of that child (Thompson,
1998).
Lehr v. Robertson
In Lehr v. Robertson, 463 U.S. 248 (1983), the question presented is whether New
York has sufficiently protected an unmarried father’s inchoate relationship with a child
whom he has never supported and rarely seen in the two years since her birth. The
appellant, Jonathan Lehr, claims that the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the
Fourteenth Amendment, as interpreted in Stanley v. Illinois, 405 U.S. 645 (1972, and
Caban v. Mohammed, 441 U.S. 380 (1979), gave him an absolute right to notice and an
opportunity to be heard before the child may be adopted.
Jessica M. was born out of wedlock on November 9, 1976. Her mother, Lorraine
Robertson, married Richard Robertson eight months after Jessica’s birth. On December
21, 1978, when Jessica was over two years old, the Robertsons filed an adoption petition
in the Family Court of Ulster County, New York. The court heard their testimony and
received a favorable report from the Ulster County Department of Social Services. On
March 7, 1979, the court entered an order of adoption (Lehr v. Robertson, 463 U.S. 248.
1983).
The state of New York maintains a “putative fathers registry.” A man who files
with the registry demonstrates his intent to claim paternity of a child born out of wedlock
and is therefore entitled to receive notice of any proceeding to adopt that child. Before
entering Jessica;s adoption order, Ulster County Family Court had the putative father
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registry examined. Although the appellant claims to be Jessica’s natural father, he had
not entered his name in the registry (Lehr v. Robertson, 463 U.S. 248, 1983).
According to Thompson (1998), in Lehr, the putative father had not registered with
New York’s putative father registry, was not identified as the father on the child’s birth
certificate, had not lived with the mother and the child, had not been adjudicated to be the
father, was not identified by the child’s mother before the child turned six months old.
Under New York law, if any one of these conditions had been met, the putative father
would have been entitled to notice of the adoption proceedings.
Adoption Act of1990
On July 1, 1990 the Adoption Act of 1990 went into effect. This Act
distinguished a “biological father” and a “legal father.” The distinction is critical for
determining the father’s rights in an adoption preceding. A biological father is defined as
the male who impregnated the biological mother resulting in the birth of the child. The
legal father is defined as a male who has legally adopted a child; was married to the
biological mother of that child at the time the child was conceived or born; married the
legal mother of the child after the child was born and recognized the child as his own, has
been determined to be the father by final paternity order, or has legitimated the child by a
final order, and has not surrendered or had terminated his rights to the child (Thompson
1998).
A legal father has all paternal rights, while a biological father must meet certain
requirements before he is entitled to notice of his child’s adoption proceedings. In an
attempt to provide increased protection to putative fathers’ rights, the Georgia General
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Assembly established the putative father registry in 1992. The registry contains the
name, address, and social security number of a person claiming to be the biological
father, but not the legal father, of a child (Thompson, 1998).
According to Georgia law (in Thompson, 1998), two types of registrations are
permitted: persons acknowledging paternity and persons indicating the possibility of
paternity without acknowledging paternity. Additionally, registrants are informed that
their registration may be used to establish an obligation to support a child, and shall be
used to provide notice of adoption proceedings or proceedings to terminate their parental
rights. The registrant is also informed that registration without further action does not
entitle him to prevent an adoption or termination of his parental rights by objections.
The 1997 Amendment altered the effect of the biological father’s failure to
register with the Georgia putative father registry. The putative father is notified of
adoption proceedings only in specifically defined circumstances. Even if not registered,
if the identity of the putative father is known to the petitioner, department, or licensed
child placement agency, the putative father is entitled to notice (GA Code ANN, 1997).
Under Georgia law, an unmarried man is deemed to be on notice that if he
engages in a sexual relationship, a pregnancy may occur; he has a duty to protect his
rights and interest with respect to any child resulting from such a relationship. Further,
the biological father’s rights receive constitutional protection only if he has developed a
“familial bond” with his child. The putative father must act in order to protect his
rights—his subjective intent to develop a family bond with his child, absent evidence of
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actions manifesting in such an intent, is not sufficient to afford the putative father’s
interest constitutional protection (GA Code Ann. 19-8-12(a)(6), 1998).
Traditionally, only one basic question confronted the father of an illegitimate
child—should he marry the mother or should he get out of town? The days when this
simple issue was the sole consideration of the father appear to be behind us. Today, some
fathers of illegitimate children have become “family men” and may wish to be heard with
respect to the child’s custody. They may desire to have a right to visit the child, or they
may want to be heard on the question whether the child should be adopted. All this has
caused problems for the courts, for the state legislatures and for unwed mothers. These
groups probably long—either overtly or covertly—for the simpler days when the problem
was economic pursuit of the unwed father though the medium of a bastardly suit.
Nevertheless, because of the efforts of one Peter Stanley and his attorney, unwed fathers
and their and their rights have become a legal matter to be reckoned with (Schwarts,
1975).
In the decades since the 1960, out-of-wedlock births have increased dramatically,
while much research on childbearing trends and the characteristics of unwed mothers
exists, very little is known about putative fathers, the alleged or reputed father of a child
born out-of-wedlock. However, there is an expanding population of putative fathers who
wish to play a role in their children’s upbringing. Consequently, their legal rights have
become increasingly important. (National Adoption Information Clearinghouse, 1999).
Putative fathers have had fewer rights with regard to their children than either
unwed mothers or married parents. Over the past several decades, putative fathers have
36
used the Fourteenth Amendment to challenge the termination of their parental rights
when the birth mother relinquishes their child for adoption. Nevertheless, states have
almost complete discretion to determine their rights of putative a father must receive at
the proceedings to terminate parental rights or adoption proceedings. The U.S. Supreme
Court has protected a putative father’s right to constitutional protection of his parental
rights when he has established a substantial relationship with his child. The Court
defined substantial relationship as the existence of a biological link between the child and
putative father, and the father’s commitment to the responsibilities of parenthood by
participating in the child’s upbringing (National Adoption Information Clearinghouse,
1999).
Unwed Fathers and Georgia Law
In Georgia, issues surrounding father involvement as experienced by divorced or
separated fathers are differentiated from unwed fathers by their legal standing. This
section briefly compares the legal standing of unwed fathers in comparison to divorced or
separated fathers. For unwed fathers, the journey toward legal involvement consists of a
three step process: establishment of paternity, legitimation, and obtaining an order of
visitation. These sequential steps must be accomplished in order for an unwed father to
have the legal right to be physically involved in his child’s life.
According to Fulton County Superior Court Family Division (2004), the
definition of a legal father is one who has legitimated his child; a father who was married
to the mother of the child at the time of its birth; a father who married the mother after
the child was born and then executed an affidavit of paternity stating or acknowledging
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that the child is his child. Unlike the child born within a marital relationship, the
nonmarital child is considered to be without a father unless his or her paternity has been
established by law. Without a legally identified father, these children are not eligible for
certain parental rights afforded them by law (Casebolt, 1988). According to Fulton
County Superior Court Family Division (2005), Paternity is a legal action brought by
either a father, mother, or another interested party to establish that a father is the
biological father of a child, and therefore has a duty to support the child he has fathered.
It is clear that the establishment of paternity provides the legal right for obtaining
a child support award, but this is only one benefit that can accrue to the child born out of
wedlock. Once a legal relationship has been established, the child is also potentially
eligible to inherit from the father, claim worker’s compensation benefits if the father dies
due to injury on the job, obtain social security benefits under the same condition as a
legitimate child, and be included in the father’s family group health insurance plan.
Although the conditions for receipt of some of these benefits may require more than
proof of paternity (e.g., some states require that the child have been dependent upon the
father for financial support), without a legally established relationship, the out-of
wedlock child is deprived of all rights that could be derived from the father (Casebolt,
1988).
Good and Good (1995) state that paternity can be established by way of criminal
or civil proceedings, and can be contested by the putative father or established voluntarily
in either type of proceeding. For divorced or separated non-resident fathers issues of
paternity are not usually present. There paternal status resulted from the child being born
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in marriage. A divorced or separated father primarily seeks to maintain involvement with
his child by pursuing or enforcing his visitation rights (U.S. Census Bureau, 1991).
According to Johnson (1998), existing intervention strategies designed to engage
nonresident fathers typically assume that a divorce status, established paternity, or other
legal arrangements are in place, thus mandating parental cooperation when the family is
no longer in tact. In the absence of such status (legal) frameworks, as is often the case
among poor, nonresident African-American fathers in fragile families, parental
involvement is not easily negotiated. Unwed status requires that the custodial parent
(who in most situation is the child[ren] ‘s mother) grants visitation rights to the
nonresident father. Granting such access, however, can have negative consequences.
Institutionally, the father’s visitation could result in his being legally mandated by law to
establish paternity and subsequently provide child support (Johnson, 1998).
Mangum (1999) argues when a child is born within the confined of marriage,
paternity is of course assumed, and significant data show that it marriage ends in divorce,
these children more often than not will continue to see their father and receive financial
support from him. However, of the 1.26 million born to unwed mothers a mere 28% of
their fathers acknowledge paternity, leaving close to one million of these children with a
blank “father’s name “ box on their birth certificates and a gaping parental hole in their
lives that deprives them of their heritage, rights of inheritance, and other benefits of
entitlement, including child support.
Because the number of children born to single mothers has increased
dramatically, from 7% in 1964 to 32% in 1997, a great many children are clearly being
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deprived of the benefits their fathers could provide (Mangum, 1999). According to
Fischer (1999), the primary consideration with divorced fathers is the enforcement of
visitation and access orders. With never-married fathers frequently not only are such
orders not in place, the men may not be aware of or have established their parental rights
through legal means.
With men in the Child Support Enforcement System, frequently paternity has
been established in a passive sense, in that the man did not contest the mother’s naming
of him as the child’s father. These men are rarely aware that in Georgia, even though
they have been named as the biological father, because the child was not born in marriage
it is incumbent upon him to establish his legal parental rights through the process of
legitimation. This lack of information appears to be particularly prevalent among
unmarried African-American fathers (Fischer, 2002).
For unwed fathers, the second step in obtaining their legal status as fathers is to
complete the legal action of legitimation. Legitimation is a legal action brought by a
father to establish his legal rights concerning his child who was born out of wedlock. An
order of legitimation creates a father and child relationship legally between the father and
his child. An order of legitimation establishes that the child may inherit from his legal
father and vice versa. An order of legitimation allows the legal father to be listed on the
child’s birth certificate as such. An order of legitimation is the only way that the father of
a child born out of wedlock can be recognized as the legal father of a child and therefore
can petition for custody and/or visitation with his child (Fulton County Superior Court
Family Division, 2004).
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According to Fischer (2002), in nearly all states, when paternity (i.e., biological
fatherhood) is established, the legitimation of the child is done concurrently. However, in
four states, including Georgia, these two proceeding- paternity and legitimation-are not
linked. Therefore, fathers of children born outside of marriage must take action to initiate
legitimation, thereby establishing their legal rights as fathers.
The new law in Georgia helps fathers and children. Georgia became the last state
to simply this extra step known as legitimation when the 2005 Georgia Assembly passed
SB53. Fathers who acknowledge paternity of a child born out of wedlock may now, with
the consent of the mother, establish their legal standing and ask the courts for custody of
visitation without having to hire a lawyer and wait months (Department of Human
Resources Office of Child Support Enforcement, 2005).
Before the law took effect on July 1, 2005, all parents wishing to legitimate a
child had to pay a lawyer and petition a court. Now, those parents who establish a child’s
paternity after July 1, 2005 can also legitimate that child simply by filling out the same
form that establishes paternity, if both parents agree. During July 1, 2005, 99% of new
fathers opted to legitimate their child at the same time that they acknowledged paternity.
Fathers who established paternity before July 1, 2005 will still have to take a separate
court action to legitimate their relationship with to the child (Department of Human
Resources Office of Child Support Enforcement, 2005).
Assuming (a) the mother consents to checking the “legitimation” box on the new
paternity form, and (b) their child was born after July 1, 2005, the third step for obtaining
the legal right to be a physically involved as an unwed father requires a court order of
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visitation. In cases of divorce or separation, conflicting parents are routinely referred to
mediation.
According to Emery and Wyer (1987), by far the most common forum for divorce
mediation presently available involves a service connected with a family court.
Mediators in these public programs typically have advanced training in a mental health
profession; work only with partners who have requested a court hearing and limit
negations to child custody of visitation disputes, leaving financial issues to be resoled
through the adversary process.
For unwed fathers, the process of obtaining a visitation order requires him to
engage the legal system a third time. Visitation is a part of the court order that defines
the conditions for the non-custodial parent to have contact with his child. Visitation is
limited by legal custody being vested in the other parent. This means that a fathers’
visitation does not give him the authority to conflict with the long range decisions and
policies of the parent with legal custody. The court has the power to deny visitation as
well. Normally the court will only stop visitation for a certain time or until a certain task
is performed. For example, the court has previously stayed visitation until the parent met
their financial obligations (Divorcelawinfo.com, 2006).
The legal standing for unwed fathers is critical to his right to be physically
involved. As presented in the literature, the foundation for unwed father’s rights was
shaped by four U.S. Supreme Court decisions. This evolution of putative father’s rights
provided the structure from which states operate. Georgia law clearly maintains its
distinction between the rights of unwed fathers and married, divorced and separated
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fathers. It requires fathers to engage in three separate legal steps in order to obtain the
actual right to be an involved unwed father. The process for establishing paternity,
legitimation and visitation can be costly, time consuming and emotionally draining.
Many fathers faced with this process may deem it more feasible to work within their
strained relationship with the custodial parent (Fischer, 2002).
When unwed fathers succeed in moving from illegitimate to legitimate through
multiple court actions, increased access to their children tend to be the result. In an
evaluation of a six month access and visitation pilot program for noncustodial parents
residing in two counties in metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia, the legal process was found to
be closely related to visitation success (Fischer 2002).
While in many instances voluntary visitation arrangements were agreed to prior to
the conclusion of the legal proceedings, the establishment of legal parental rights for
Noncustodial Parents (NCP) and binding visitation orders appears to be a necessary
precursor to ensuring longer terms and access. Approximately 94% of NCPs who made a
legal filing for legitimation or visitation did get access to their children and 100% of
NCPs whose legal filing was finalized had success (Fischer 2002).
Custodial Parent Relations and Father Involvement
According to Whitehead (1996), the fatherhood problem will not be solved by
men alone. By signaling their commitment to accepting responsibility for the rearing of
their children, men have taken an essential first step. But what has not been
acknowledged is that the success of any effort to renew fatherhood as a social fact and a
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cultural norm also hinges on the attitudes and behavior of women. Men cannot be fathers
unless the mothers of their children allow it.
The above passage reflects a critical reality facing many non-resident fathers.
Their ability to form a meaningful relationship with their child hinges on the level of
cooperation and communication with the custodial parent. This section explores the
influence of custodial parent relations on parental involvement among unwed fathers.
Specifically, (a) gate-keeping behaviors, (b) co-parenting roles and expectations,
(c) domestic violence, and (d) communication.
Gatekeeping Behaviors
Allen and Hawkins (1999) suggest that one way women resist increased men’s
involvement in family work is by gatekeeping the domain of family and home. Maternal
gatekeeping is a collection of beliefs and behaviors that ultimately inhibit a collaborative
effort between men and women in family work by limiting men’s opportunities for
learning and growing through caring for home and children.
Dudley (1991) found that the former spouse [mother] was the greatest obstacle to
having more frequent contact with their children. They can be seen as gatekeepers whose
resistance can hamper fathers’ motivation to remain involved.
In a study examining whether mothers’ beliefs about the role of the father
contribute to mothers the quality of father involvement in their children’s lives.
Using 30 two-parent families with children between the ages of 2 and 3 years, a
combination of self-report and interview data were collected from both mother and
father. Findings from the study suggest that mothers may play an active role in
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influencing how fathers approach parenting. Specifically, it seems that the relationship
between fathers’ perceived investment in their parental roles and actual levels of parental
involvement are moderated by mothers’ beliefs about the role of the father (McBride,
Brown, Bost, Shun, Vaughn, & Korth, 2005).
In a study conducted by Allen and Doherty (1996), the experience of adolescent
fatherhood was explored through in-depth interviews, Using 10 African-American
fathers from a Midwestern city these fathers discussed their perceptions of fatherhood
and described some of the obstacles to meeting their parental aspirations. When asked
what prevented them from being the kind of father they wanted to be, the most striking of
these was a strained relationship with the mother of their child. Such relationships had
the potential to affect both the quantity of time spent with the child and the quality of the
father-child interaction. Participants whose relationship with the mother was strained
tended to see their child less frequently and also appeared more reticent about the specific
nature of their interaction with their child. This resistance could be interpreted as
anticipation of eventually being separated from their child as a result of a problematic co
parental relationship.
Laakso (2004) sought to identify key determinants of mothers’ decisions to allow
visits with non-custodial fathers. In this descriptive qualitative study concerns of mothers
in non-marital relationships that may affect their decision regarding visitation and its
relationship to paying child support was explored Results indicate weighting the
benefits versus the cost, most mothers were willing to allow visitation even if the farther
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did not pay child support. The author emphasized it is imperative it to make parenting
plans and visitation as important as payment of child support.
Walker and McGraw (2000) argue to emphasize two emphasize women who are
ambivalent about or act as gatekeeprs of fathers’ involvement does a disservice to
mothers. We do not deny that some mothers make it difficult for fathers to connect with
their children, but any instance of gatekeeping must be viewed in the context of mothers’
facilitation and of men’s authority in families. The empirical question yet to be
addressed: to what extent are mothers able to limit coresidental fathers’ involvement
when fathers have a strong interest in building connections with their children? Fathers
play a role in their limited involvement with children by resisting mothers’ attempt to
facilitate interaction.
Coparenting Roles and Expectations
Bravers, Woichik, Sandier, Sheets, Fogas, and Bay (1993) conducted a
longitudinal study in which they found that the factor best predicting long term
involvement was the fathers’ feeling paternally enriched. In other words the more fathers
felt they shared a role in child rearing, the less likely they were to fill alienated.
In a similar study conducted by Rivara, Sweeney, and Brady (2001), the
researchers sought to determine the impact of the birth and child on the father’s life, the
nature of and changes in his relationship with the teenage mother, and the nature and
degree of involvement with the child. Using subjects that were part of a three-year
prospective study of teenage fathers, two groups composed of 100 males were
interviewed; a group of teenage fathers and a group of race and age matched peers who
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had not fathered children. The fathers were interviewed 9 months and again 18 months
postpartum; comparison males were interviewed 9 to 11 and again 18 to 21 months after
the index interview.
Results showed that two thirds of teenage fathers stayed with the mother during
labor and 25%were in the delivery room; 12% lived with the child and 25% saw the child
daily. The most common reason for not living with the child were that the baby was too
young, finances, and problems in the relationship with the woman. With respect to their
participation in the delivery, 61% reported being with the mother for an hour or more
during labor, although only 27% were in the delivery room. The father was usually
supplanted by the woman’s mother (45%) or sister (12%) (Rivara, Sweeney, & Brady,
2001).
In a study comparing father and mother reports of father involvement among low
income minority families, a matched pairs sample of 228 fathers and mothers who have a
biological child together was used. Predictors of father involvement and father-mother
discrepancies in reports of involvement were explored. Results showed, among other
finding, father-mother conflict predicted both the level of father involvement and the
level of discrepancy between the fathers’ and mothers’ reports. Lower conflict pairs
showed higher levels of father involvement than did high-conflict pairs. Additionally,
higher levels of conflict are related to greater discrepancy betweens fathers’ and mothers’
reports, again with mothers reporting lower levels of involvement than fathers. (Coley &
Morris, 2002).
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Egeren (2003) investigated prebirth predictors of coparenting experiences in early
infancy. Administering questionnaires to assess 101 couples during the third trimester
and one, three and six months after the birth of the first child, the author found different
predictors of coparenting level, linear change, and fluctuation for mothers and fathers.
The suggestions of maternal gatekeeping effects were mirrored by the findings for change
in fathers’ coparenting perceptions, which centered on both parents’ motivation for child
rearing. Men who were exceptionally enthusiastic about becoming fathers were likely to
report progressively greater dissatisfaction with coparenting over the course of the study.
These fathers may be denied the parenting involvement at the level they would prefer
because mothers implement regulate their access to the infant.
Conflict, Cooperation, and Communication
A study by Sobolewski and King (2005) designed to examine the importance of
the co-parental relationship for nonresident fathers’ ties to their children, investigated two
dimensions of co-parenting, cooperative co-parenting and conflict over childrearing.
Three dimensions of nonresident father involvement, contact, relationship quality and
responsive fathering were also explored. Findings indicate that cooperative co-parenting
predicts more frequent father-child contact, which in turn predicts higher relationship
quality and more responsive fathers. According to the authors, cooperative co-parenting
between parents who live apart is associated with stronger ties between nonresident
fathers and their children.
In a study sought to determine factors related to single, noncustodial fathers’
physical involvement with their children, 86 fathers from a National Survey of Families
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and Households were studied. It was predicted that noncustdial fathers who have
established a relatively mature and cooperative relationship with their former spouse
would interact more frequently with their children because conflict and the lack of a
positive or healthy relationship with the former spouse has been found to interfere with
the parent-child relationship. Results indicate that the relationship with the former
spouse was independently related to father’s physical involvement because of the
strength of the variable, amount of contact with the former spouse (McKenry, Price, Fine,
& Serovich, 1991).
The level of conflict or cooperation between parents is found to affect not only
visitation but also the child. This is of particular concern during the exchange of the
child between the parents. In a study titled access by noncustodial parents: effects upon
children’s post divorce coping resources, the relationship between duration and frequency
of visitation by noncustodial parents were explored. Thirty-five children (18 boys and 17
girls) in grades one through six, and their custodial parents participated in the
investigation. Results indicated a relationship between duration of noncustodial visits
and children’s self esteem. Additionally, and of particular importance to this current
study, the frequency of children’s visitation with the noncustodial parents was found to
be related to the level of overt marital hostility reported by the custodial parent. Thus, as
the frequency of contacts between visiting parents and children increased, the level of
interparental hostility witnessed by the child increased (Kurtz & Derevensky, 1997).
May (2001) sought to understand the social-psychological experiences of first
time fathers, by exploring what they deemed to be factors which contributed or detracted
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from their emotional readiness for fatherhood. In this qualitative study, 20 fathers were
interviewed intensively, and 80 others more informally, factors identified as contributing
to their readiness included a sense of stability in the couple relationship, relative financial
security, and a sense of closure to their childless part of the couple relationship.
In a study conducted by Johnson (2001), the researcher sought to determine the
effects of relationship status, race and ethnicity, age, education, income, family structure
and father values on father involvement. His finding reveled that relationship status was
the most predictive variable when assessing parental involvement. He found that fathers
who were romantically involved and cohabiting are more involved than those who are not
cohabiting; fathers who were no longer romantically involved are least likely to sustain
involvement.
According to Bunting and MeAuley (2004), in their research review on teenage
pregnancy and parenthood: the role of fathers, while the relationship between fathers,
teenage mothers and their children appear prone to deterioration over time, there is in
depth research to suggest that many young fathers genuinely want to be involved with
their children and would have more contact and input if they could. However, issues
such as conflicting relationships with teenage mothers or maternal grandparents and a
lack of financial resources may act as additional barriers to parental involvement with
their children. They also add there is some indication that mothers and fathers may hold
different expectations on the role of fathers and the level of practical involvement they
might have.
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In a study conducted by Hoffman and Moon (1999), women’s personal
characteristics and gender role attitudes in relation to their support for father involvement
with children were examined. Using 364 women ranging between the ages of 18 to 73
years in which over half (5 8.5%) reported having a child or children and (4 1%) reported
not having children. Participants responded to a 12 page questionnaire use to measure
participants’ gender role and beliefs, trust, self-esteem, and hostility. The dependent
measure was obtained using the Father Involvement Scale. Results indicate that
nontraditional gender role attitudes, positive ratings of their own interpersonal trust, and
low hostility toward men were predictive of the respondents’ support for father
involvement.
According to Wilbur and Wilbur (1988), the experience of a noncustodial parent
seems to be different from that of the custodial parent. Even when noncustodial parents
are permitted and encouraged to remain involved in the lives of their children. One of the
ten dilemmas cite although non custodial parents are accused of being bad parents is
they do not visit their children, they are often criticized for being a bad influence when
they do see their children. Custodial parents often complain that they should be able to
control the relationship that the noncustodial parent has with the children. Custodial
parents often cite their children’s behavior and feelings, after returning home, as evidence
that noncustodial parents are disruptive to the children or are a bad influence. These
instances are often used by custodial parents as a rational for not permitting further visits.
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Domestic Violence
Domestic violence represents an issue that affects not only the safety and well
being of women but also children. Even if not abused themselves, children who observe
violence against their mothers have been shown to suffer detrimental effects. In the cases
where the fathers we work with are not the batterers, we must not ignore other domestic
violence that may arise in the lives of noncustodial parents’ children (Lipscomb, 2000).
According to the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (2006)
intimate partner violence describes the physical, sexual, or psychological harm by a
current or former partner or spouse. Nearly 5.3 million incidents of IPV occur each year
among U.S. women ages 18 and older, and 3.2 million occur among men. Most assaults
are relatively minor and consist of pushing, grabbing, shoving, slapping, and hitting.
According to Lundy and Grossman (2005), over the past 30 years domestic
violence has gained increasing visibility within the mental health community as well as
among the public at large. Growing awareness of the prevalence and consequences of
DV has shed light on the fact that along with approximately 1.5 million women being
victimized every year, there are multigenerational components that the transmission of
violence, including to other victims within the family—most notably children.
In a pilot study investigating child visitation and custody concerns in cases of
domestic violence, 92 cases were randomly selected which involved at least one minor
child, a documented act of domestic violence, and specific dates of violence, filing, and
disposition. It was found that physical abuse or the combination of physical and verbal
abuse was present in approximately 75% of all cases, and children were present in nearly
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60% of the cases where victims sought petitions for protective orders (Research Division
Administrative Office of the Courts of Georgia, 2005).
In a study sought to better understand the impact of domestic violence on
children, an examination of the characteristics, problems, and service needs of children
between the ages of 1 and 12 were explored. Utilizing a population of children and their
parents who entered the Illinois domestic violence service system between July 1990 and
June 1995 were the subjects of the study. Findings indicated that children whose mothers
have been abused by a current or former husband, presumably the father of the child, may
be at greater risk for emotional and social difficulties. A large proportion of children in
the study had emotional and social problems including being very protective of family
members, discipline issues, mood swings, and difficulty leaving parents (Lundy &
Grossman, 2005).
According to the Georgia Department of Human Resources (2004), 70,557 crisis
calls were made to domestic violence shelters in 2003. The Georgia Bureau of
Investigations report that law enforcement officers responded to 47,802 family violence
incidents in 2001, and Georgia certified family violence programs provided shelter for
4,179 adults and 4,412 children for a total of 185,959 shelter night stays in 2003.
A parent’s absence or relocation in a attempt to escape violence by the other
parents should not be used as a factor to determine custody. Courts sometimes label
battered women as “impulsive” or “uncooperative” if they leave suddenly to find safety
in another city or state. The noncustodial parent may also be denied access to the child’s
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medical and educational records if such information could be used to locate the custodial
parent (Saunders, 1998).
According to Sooho (2005), high conflict cases can be extremely frustrating for
professionals because the conflict is chronic, susceptible to flare-ups, and often irrational.
In managing these cases courts have experimented with different approaches, including
mediation, arbitration, parenting classes, parenting coordinators, and supervised
visitation, in addition to or in lieu of litigation. Litigation is unsatisfactory for high
conflict cases because the men feel misunderstood and unfairly treated by the courts.
Women feel vulnerable and afraid to speak up. These parties probably harbor unrealistic
expectations about what a court can do, and therefore the legal process fails to deliver
finality, closure or satisfaction.
Visitation should be suspended if there are repeated violations of the terms of
visitation, the child is severely distressed in response to visitation, or there are clear
indications that the violent parent has threatened to harm or flee with the child. Even
with unsupervised visitation, it is best to have telephone contact between parents only at
scheduled times, to maintain restraining orders to keep the offender away from the
victim, and to transfer the child in a neutral, safe place with the help of a third party
(Saunders, 1998).
Economic Status and Father’s Involvement
If a father’s employment and economic condition serve as a primary variable
when assessing his level of parental involvement and familial accomplishments, then his
success is contingent upon the availability and access to employment and marketable job
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skills. This suggests that African-American fathers have historically fallen short of their
parental goal. The availability of employment opportunities has been a constant concern
for black men. In every decade since slavery, black men have experienced high rates of
unemployment, underemployment, lower wages, and lower levels of education, than have
their white counterparts (Hamer, 1997).
The Watts Riots of 1964 due to blacks’ anger over racial inequalities in
employment are punctuated by the resident’s chant “jobs first.” “Give us jobs, and the
rest will take care of itself’ (Quandago, 1994).
Absent fathers often receive primary blame for the increasing poverty and welfare
dependency among single mothers and their children. Current social policies attempt to
encourage noncustodial father involvement and combat the negative conditions of single
parenting families primarily by pursuing noncustodial fathers for formal payment of child
support. Yet African-American fathers have historically experienced a tenuous position
in the labor market (Hamer, 1998).
There are many stereotypes that are often applied to black men, including
assumptions that they are lazy, peripheral or unavailable. This perception totally ignores
the discrimination within the job market that often allows little access for black men.
Despite the gains of the 1 960s and 1 970s, black men are still unemployed in great
numbers. Many individuals in American society adopt a “blaming the victim” view of
this phenomenon (Boyd-Franklin, 1989).
According to Roy (1998), the primary assumption of noncustodial fatherhood
programs for child support is that men are financially responsible for their children.
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There involvement with their children is defined through their provision of monthly
support. The author goes on to state, father programs, in an effort to enhance men’s
ability to provide financial support, have been designed to offer employment and training,
and often job placement, in exchange for participation in the child support system. As
states have implemented preliminary designs of this system, fathers may be coerced into
participation due to legal requirements and threats of time or loss of license.
Anderson, Kohier, and Letiecq (2002) conducted an evaluation of a responsible
fatherhood (RF) program in which 20 fathers participated in four focus groups. The
program was designed to serve fathers aged 14 and older where most participants were
African-American and had low or sporadic income. The program was to help gathers
become (a) more capable of financially supporting their children, (b) more compliant
with Child Support Enforcement, and (c) more involved in their children’s lives as a
positive role models and nurturers. Through its multiple collaborations with various
agencies, the program provided services such as life skills training (e.g., parenting,
budgeting) vocational and career counseling, job readiness and placement assistance, and
several forms of mental health counseling (e.g., family, substance abuse), and addressed
other pertinent life issues (e.g., Physical health, conflict resolution, and domestic
violence). The intent was to provide fathers with skills necessary for assessing
employment opportunities and, hence, becoming “productive” members of society. The
Morehouse Research Institute (1999) suggests some of us see the principal cause of
father absence among African-Americans as the lack of adequate economic opportunities.
We argue that economic conditions affecting a great number of African-American men
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make it nearly impossible for them to be adequate providers, and this inability to provide
is the root cause of father absence for African-American Children.
According to Sorensen and Zibman (2001), about 2.5 million nonresident fathers
are poor and do not pay child support. Most of them face multiple employment barriers,
just like poor custodial mothers, but are significantly less likely than those mothers to
participate in work-support programs such as training, education, job search activities, or
income security program. Without access to work support programs, these fathers will
remain unable to provide the financial support that their children need.
In a study investigating the economic impact of men who father children out of
wed-lock, it was found that men who become fathers before they have ever been married
are less likely than other men to marry and are more likely to live with a partner without
marrying; they also tend to attain less education, to earn less money and to work fewer
weeks per year. Men who fathered children in their teens did not have significantly lower
earnings than men who were not teenage fathers, those who became fathers at ages 20-25
had a yearly income of $3,192 lower than their peers who did not, and those who became
fathers after age 25 had an income $3,400 lower than those who did not. Thus,
premarital fatherhood had a significant effect on a men’s economic future (O’Connor,
1998).
A study examining the demographic and economic characteristics of single-father
families, compared cohabitating and noncohabitating single fathers with fathers in
married couples. Using estimates from the 1997 March, Current Population Survey,
select trend data for 1984, 1989, and 1996 were analyzed. Results show that single
57
fathers earn substantially less than married fathers, have lower household income, are less
educated, and are substantially more likely to be receiving public transfers. The
socioeconomic gap between single and married fathers has been increasing since 1984
(Brown, 2000).
Bryan and Ajo (1992) investigated the role perceptions of African-American
fathers to determine the influence of age, education, employment and income on role
perception. Using 50 black fathers from two professional organizations and two
homeless shelters, results showed no significant relationship between age, education and
role perceptions of black fathers. However, the number of hours per week of work and
the income of the father were found to be significantly related to the saliency of role
perceptions for respondent fathers.
Although advances in Child Support Enforcement techniques have been driven in
large extent by the desire to reduce welfare spending, they have proven to be best suited
for identification and location of noncustodial parents who are stably employed and
housed, with income assets. Parents Fair Share Research reveals that while some of the
noncustodial parents in welfare-related cases do in fact fit this profile, others live at the
margins of society. Many PFS participants have sporadic work history, characterized by
frequent job changes. Some have no fixed place of residence, living in a succession of
relatives and friends. Understanding how these NCPs’ lives differ from the norm is key
to successfully adapting CSE practice to reach them (Doolittle & Lynn, 1998).
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Georgia’s Response to Economic Involvement
As previously indicated, federal and state efforts to involve fathers have resulted
in major initiatives. The Georgia Fatherhood Service Network, created by the Office of
Child Support Enforcement in 1997, works with noncustodial parents who are supposed
to pay their child support though OCSE and are unable to pay. Gainful, stable
employment enables these parents to provide regular financial support for their children.
The GFSN is the largest state-operated fatherhood program in the country, and provided
services to over 2,500 noncustodial parents during the past year (Georgia Department of
Human Resources, Office of Child Support Enforcement, 2004).
Another strategy used by the Office of Child Support Enforcement in an effort to
improve the collection of child support is the Child Access and Visitation Program. This
program was funded through welfare reform legislation in the form of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act of 1996. Amended, the Social Security Act
funded a round of demonstration projects through child access and visitation grants made
directly to the states (Federal Register, 1998).
According to Fischer (2002), successful cases more frequently involved non
custodial parents who were employed and paying child support at intake to the program.
While employment and payment of child support are closely related in a financial sense,
this and other research suggest that establishing access is more difficult in instances
where the NCP has not been consistently paying child support or payment arrearages, or
both exist. In essence, as suggested by Fischer, those fathers who were employed are
more likely to make payment for or toward their child support obligation, and those who
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met their child support obligation experienced the least degree of difficulty obtaining
visits.
During the 2004 fiscal year, Georgia’s Access and Visitation Program delivered
through Families First, a family serviced agency in metropolitan Atlanta, 424 successful
visitations consisting of 312 monitored visits, 100 supervised, and 12 neutral drop
off/pick up or exchange visits. Additionally, 98 parenting plans were developed, 66
mediations conducted, and 780 individual counseling sessions were provided (Georgia
Department of Human Resources, Office of Child Support Enforcement, 2004).
Cazenave (1979) conducted a study investigating the provider roles of middle-
income black fathers. Using interview data on 54 black letter carrier fathers, cross-
generational data suggest that these respondents are moving towards more developmental
patterns of fathering with increases in their ability to provide. The provider role is
viewed as an “interface phenomenon” which makes the execution of other male familial
roles possible. Proficiency in economic provision is seen as essential to all parental
modalities and styles.
While the ability to provide is a determinant of whether the father role is executed
at all or is carried out in a vestigial manner, there may actually be a curvilinear
relationship between the salience of the provider role and the ability to provide. At the
extreme of poverty level (especially with welfare legislation which forces low-income
“present black fathers into “father absence”) there may be little or no expectancy,
conceptualization, or attempt at execution of the provider role. At the basic resource level
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(e.g., the working and middle class) there may be a heavy emphasize on the provider role
(Cazenave, 1979).
Child Support Status and Father’s Involvement
Data, research, and legislation on the provider role of these fathers usually focus
on formal child support awards and payments (Day, Evans, & Lamb, 1998). Legislative
efforts during the 1 980s, for example, marked increased efforts to improve the frequency
and size of child support payment awards and reduce delinquency in child support
payments. Similarly, the 1996 welfare reform legislation, The Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, made improved child support enforcement a
key component. Under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Provision, states
are required to adopt specific procedures providing for a variety of child support
enforcement actions, including revoking licenses and imposing work requirements such
as participating in job training programs-on delinquent, non-custodial parents of children
whose custodial parents are receiving TANF benefits (Yates, 1998).
According to Wolk and Schmahl (1999), the reason for federal involvement in
child support enforcement has been intended to accomplish two goals. Given that the
program was to serve two populations, those receiving welfare and those not, legislators
believed that (a) welfare expenditures could reduce and so some extent prevented by
recouping Aid for Dependent Children (AFDC) benefits from noncustodial parents’ child
support payments, and (b) earlier enforcement of child support obligations for families
not receiving AFDC could help prevent these families from needing support in the future
in the form of welfare benefits.
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Laakso (2002) suggests that not all mothers rush to obtain child support orders.
Conducting a qualitative study using 43 mothers who have each had at least one child in a
nonmaritial relationship, Laakso sought to learn more about how mothers make the
decision to file or not to file for child support. The Exchange Theory was used as the
framework, which asserts costs, rewards, comparisons levels, profitability, and
reciprocity are key factors in decision making. Thus, parents evaluate the outcome of
their decisions regarding child support orders based on the cost versus the rewards of
involvement with the child support system, as well as cost versus rewards of continuing
their relationship and visitation with their children. The author found that mothers are
likely to choose those options they believe will bring the best financial and psychological
reward to their family. If they believe they will receive greater financial reward by
informal receipts of child support, then it is likely that they will avoid the formal system.
If the mother needs the financial remuneration of TANF and the Medicaid and potential
job training that come with it, her financial gain may be greater if she cooperates with the
formal system and files for child support.
Fischer’s (2002) evolution of a visitation pilot program conducted in Atlanta,
Georgia, which was managed by this researcher, sought to determine the impact on child
support payments by the amount of visitation received by unwed fathers. Using data
records maintained by Child Support Enforcement, two payment histories were
constructed for comparison purposes: 6-month period prior to program entry, and the 6-
month period following program history. Data for 99 of the 106 cases were available for
this analysis. According to Fischer, data on payment behavior show that the NCPs in the
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pilot program did significantly increase their child support payments after entering the
program. Both aggregate payment and frequency of payment increased between the two
periods.
Bloomer, Sipe, and Ruedt (2002) conducted a study in which they sought to
explore the definitions of child support from both non-custodial fathers and custodial
mothers, the barriers they experience that prevent child support and visitation, and
suggestions that parents have for improvements in the child support system. Results
showed that while fathers and mothers have similar definitions of what characteristics
define child support, they drastically differed regarding what prevented child support and
visitation. The experiences of nonresident fathers in the area of visitation seemed
dependent on the relationship they had with the child’s mother. Some fathers were able
to see their children regardless of whether or not they paid child support. However, the
majority of mothers had problems with nonresident fathers and it influenced decisions
about visitation. Many mothers directly tried visitation rights to child support payments.
Overall, according to the authors, interpersonal hostility appeared to shape their
perspectives about child support and visitation.
In a study that sought to determine the interactions between unmarried fathers and
their children with reference to the role of paternity establishment and child-support
policies, data from the 1997 National Longitudinal Survey was used. Nine thousand
adolescents born during 1980-1984 were first interviewed in 1997. 924 adolescents who
were born outside of marriage and whose parents never married each other were
identified for further study. Fathers’ involvement with their children was measured in the
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form of money, time and by paternity status. Results show interesting racial and ethnic
patterns of fathers’ contributions of time and money. African-American children are 8
percentage-points less likely to have a child support award that white children, but are
10-12 percentage points more likely to have contact with their fathers. Hispanic youths
are even less likely to have a child-support award, but the level of contact with their
fathers is not significantly different from comparable white children. Paternity
establishment show no significant difference (Argys & Peters, 2001).
According to Georgia Department of Human Resources, Office of Child Support
Enforcement (2004), 24% of all children under 18 in Georgia have a case with the Office
of Child Support Enforcement. These children make up a total caseload of 481,718 (up
from 41,700 cases); 84,967 (up from 4,700 cases) were Temporary Assistance to Needy
Family (TANF) cases. The average agent caseload was 641 cases. Collection topped
$549 million. That equates to $1.5 million per calendar day for children. Collections
increased $25 million over FY2003. Collection was obtained from intercepted state tax
refund, federal tax refund, unemployment compensation, and lottery winnings. Cases
with support orders increased by 7 1.5% from 344, 308 and cases receiving a payment
went up 230,738 from 67%.
Over the last decade, discussions of family structure and welfare have expanded
to new grounds with government program promoting fatherhood and marriage. The
Clinton administration was particularly keen on fatherhood programs, though the efforts
was bipartisan, and many states and local governments controlled by both parties signed
on. The Bush administration has continued the efforts, even recruiting leading
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fatherhood advocates like Wade Horn and Don Eberly to key positions. Under Bush the
emphases has shifter to marriage, but the substance is similar (Baskerville, 2004).
Despite the therapeutic claims, these programs are in fact less innovate than they
appear and represent not so much a new role for government as an extension into a new
realms of government’s most traditional role: law enforcement. Behind the vague
language about “encouraging good fathering” and “reconnecting fathers with their
children,” the most tangible component of fatherhood promotion has been the collecting
of child support. Yet child support is predicated not on connecting fathers with their
children but on separating them (Baskerville, 2004).
Americans today conceptualize child support in terms of preventing dependency
and in terms of punishing those who “cause” dependency. These preoccupations have
important practical consequences for functioning of the American child support system.
Consistent with the focus on preventing dependency, child support awards in America are
often just high enough to enable a single mother to avoid welfare, but not high enough to
ensure that her children obtain an adequate standard of living (Hanson, 1999).
Similarly, a focus on punishing “deadbeat dads” need not drive the American
understanding of how to make it easer for single mothers to raise their children.
Certainly, fathers should be made to contribute to their children’s upbringing; but some
fathers do not have the financial ability to pay more than trivial amounts of child support.
A narrow focus on punishing nonsupporting fathers without any measures to make it
easier for poor father to make regular child support payments might be an appealing
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symbolic way to enforce personal responsibility, but it does little to promote the welfare
of American children (Hanson, 1999).
Most child support legislation has focused on fostering responsible behavior
toward children by parents contributing to the well-being of families, and reducing
welfare cost. The latter goal, reduction of the cost of the Title IV-A program, has taken
precedence. By requiring that most of the child support collected for welfare families be
given back to the states rather than going directly to the families and by strengthening the
penalties for parents who do not pay child support, unintended effects may have resulted.
There are many reasons why women do not file for child support and why fathers do not
pay. These issues are more complicated than simply concluding that the absent fathers
are shirking their responsibility and that mothers are satisfied staying on welfare (Laakso,
2000).
Theoretical Framework
This section provides on overview of the theoretical and conceptual frameworks
used in this study. Specifically, the application of the Ecological System’s Theory,
Afrocentric Perspective, and the Strengths Perspective.
The theoretical framework for this study was based on Urie Bronfenbrenner’ s
Ecological Systems Theory. According to Urie Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Arditti,
2005), ecological theories conceptualize human development in relation to context and
the interdependent nature of multiple levels or systems or organization. Ecological
theory describes this approach to understanding development as the scientific study of
— I
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dynamic interrelationships between the changing person and the changing environmental
contexts within which the person lives.
According to Bronfenbrenner (1977), ecological theory typically focuses on four
nested systems that broadly compose the ecological environments—the microsystem, the
mesosystem, the exosystem, and the macrosystem.
Microsystem is defined as the immediate setting and complex relations between
the developing person in time. Within the microsystem, for example, proximal family
relationships are seen as a primary force driving development. Parental functioning is
thus a critical variable of interest (Arditti, 2005).
According to Paquette and Ryan (2001), structures within the microsystem
include family, school, neighborhood, or childcare environments. At this level,
relationships have impact in to directions away from the child and toward the child. For
example, a child’s parents may affect his beliefs and behavior; however, the child also
affects the behavior and beliefs of the parent. Bronfenbrenner calls these hi-directional
influences, and he shows how they occur among all levels of the environment.
The interaction of structures within a layer and interaction of structures between
layers are key to this theory. At the microsystem level, bi-directional influences are
strongest and have the greatest impact on the child. However, interactions at outer levels
can still impact the inner structure (Paquette & Ryan, 2001).
Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Arditti, 2005) suggests the Mesosystems involve
interrelations between contexts containing the developing person. In short, a mesosystem
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is a system of Microsystems. Thus, links between home ands contexts containing the
developing person that are unique to person.
An Exosystem is an extension of the mesosystem in that it embraces other
contexts and community factors that influence development; however, these settings do
not necessarily contain the developing person (Arditti, 2005). The Macrosystem,
according to Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Arditti, 2005), refers to the overarching
institutional patterns and cultural prototypes such as economic, social, educational, legal
and political systems. Macrosystems are ideological blueprints influencing development
made manifest through other systemic levels.
Paquette and Ryan (2001) suggest that the effects of larger principals defined by
the macrosystem have a cascading influence throughout the interactions of all other
layers. For example it is the belief of the culture that parents should be solely responsible
for raising their children, that culture is less likely to provide resources to help parents.
This, in turn affects the structure in which the parent functions. The parents’ ability to
carry out their responsibility toward their child within the context of the child’s
microsystem is likely to be affected.
According to McAdoo (1993), the Ecological theory assumes that fathers of all
ethnic groups may play various roles in the family ands community, roles that can lead to
positive or negative family outcomes. It considers barriers in economic, educational and
social institutions and how such barriers inhibit father’s effectiveness in families.
Ecological theory allows one to explore the choices that working-class, middle class, and
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upper-class African-American fathers make in an effort to find stability allowing one to
explore both positive and negative roles and their effects on the family.
McAdoo (as cited in Rasheed, 1998) holds that ecological framework allows for
the consideration of the interplay of various subsystems. Subsystems such as
intrapsychic, familial, friendship and other informal networks, and formal institutions,
such as governmental agencies influence of the overall role, function and life cycle of
African-American men and fathers.
Hamer and Marchioro (2002) explored the circumstances in which working-class
and low-income noncustodial African-American fathers gain custody of their children.
They assert that the ecological approach developed by Bronfenbrenner provides a
framework for understanding the parenting experience of these fathers. The Ecological
theory enables one to understand familial obligations, behaviors and decisions in context
of dynamic social, cultural, and economic environments with which they occur.
A secondary theoretical approach incorporated in this study was that of the
Afrcocentric Paradigm. Afrocentric theory shows how developing knowledge of another
culture from the perspective of that culture can transform social work practice.
Knowledge developed in this way enables the professions to work more profoundly for
the empowerment of clients (Swigonski, 1996).
According to Molefi Kete Asante (1982), Afrocentricity is the centerpiece of
human regeneration. To the degree that it is incorporated into the lives of the millions of
Africans on the continent and in the Diaspora, it will become revolutionary.
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Afrocentricity is purposeful, giving a true sense of destiny based upon the facts of history
and experience. The psychology of the African without Afrocentricity has become a
matter of great concern. Instead of looking out from one’s own center, the non
Afrcocentric person operates in manner that is negatively predictable (Asante, 1982).
Afrocentric theory describes the ethos and values of Africans and African-
Americans and provides a standpoint from which social workers can more effectively
identif~’ and build on the strengths of African-Americans. Building on the concept of
“loss of terms,” Afrocentricity provides the framework within which social workers can
challenge the invisible hegemony of privilege (Swigonski, 1996). According to Keto (as
cited in Andeleke, 2001), the Afrocentric paradigm provides a framework for the process
of centering knowledge about Africans, at home and abroad, on the experiences of
Africans as subjects of history who occupy center state in the construction of knowledge
about Africans.
Adekieke (2001) in his summation of Keto and Asante, asserts that Afrocentricity
aims to accomplish three maj or objectives—first, the depiction of Africans, and peoples
of African descent abroad, as historical actors. Secondly Afrocentiricy engages in the
rehabilitation and exaltation of the historical and cultural heritage and experiences of
Africans and blacks in the Diaspora. Third, it places the location of Africa as a
foundation of knowledge about blacks. That is, in order to know themselves, blacks
needed to begin with a study of African history.
According to Cochran (1997), the Afrocentric approach emphasizes the
importance of the past and provides the groundwork for analysis of cultural values and
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patterns in African-American Communities. The virtue of this model is its focus on the
comparative study of African and Afro-American cultures. This model contends that
African-American fathers should be examined in light of the sociocultural context in
which they operate.
Elligan (1999) conveys the historical and institutional impact of society
constraints by asserting that the persistent stress of societal racism and oppression
experienced by African-American men must be reviewed from a historical evolutionary
framework to fully appreciate the generational chronicity of its development. The
constant removal of the black man from his family during days of slavery continues to
haunt the African-American family today over 100 years later.
Similarly, Hamer (1997) points out historically, high rates of unemployment,
minimal education, discrimination, and racism are all associated with the functions are
roles of black noncustodial fathers. Contemporary black noncustodial fatherhood has
evolved out of the social, political, and economic position of black men in American
Society.
A third theoretical underpinning for this study is the Strengths Perspective. This
perspective is guided by a basic strengths approach. In line with humanist approaches to
social work this perspective assumes that all humans have the capacity for growth and
change (Early & GlenMaye, 2000). The life force or human power is the drive that
continually transforms and heals. Because families share many of the qualities of
individuals, they also have the capacity to grow, change and adapt. Individuals and
families all have many capabilities, abilities, and strengths (Early & GlenMaye, 2000).
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From the Strengths Perspective, the task to identify individual and community resources
that can be used to create opportunities for inclusion or to provide clear-cut alternatives
that bypass the predominant system in favor of those that works better for a given
community (Rappaport, Davidson, Wilson, & Mitchell, 1975).
The Strengths Perspective presents as its primary challenge in working with
African-American fathers the need to help them separately and as a unit to discover and
use their adaptive strengths (Wright & Anderson, 1998). The Strengths Perspective
focuses on fathers who desire to fulfill their obligation. It is premised on the belief that
many of the barriers that people label as belonging to “disadvantaged-groups” come from
educational, political and economic exclusion based on demographic rather than
individual characteristics (Rappaport et a!., 1975)
There has been numerous theories and conceptual frameworks utilized to
understand and measure father involvement. In recent times, social work and many of
the helping professions have placed a heavy emphasis on practice that is based on
scientifically derived theories ands knowledge (Robbins, Chatterjee, & Canda, 1999).
According to Bowmen (1989), the strengths perspective challenges traditional of
views of fathers. He highlights four research paradigms that are used as theoretical
frameworks for understanding the African-American male experience, namely:
pathology, oppression, coping, and ethnicity orientation. While useful, these perspectives
have a basic conceptual limitation, specifically the inability to grasp the complexity of the
total African-American male experience.
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According to Cochran (1997), the two frameworks social scientist most frequently
used are the deficit and the matriarchy models. These models traditionally have focused
on the role of negative environmental factors on the psychosocial development of
African-Americans.
According to White and Parham (as cited in Cochran, 1997), the deficit model
emerged in the social science literature more than 30 years ago as an explanation for the
inferior intelligence, perceptual skills, cognitive styles, family structure, and other
negative factors associated with African-Americans. Cochran (1997) asserts that the
deficit model devalues behaviors, values, and life styles that differ from white middle-
class norms. Research using this model, for example, tends to focus on African-
American men who have not accepted their parental responsibilities and ignore men who
fulfill their obligations to their children.
Much of the literature on African-American families tends to use a Deficit Model
view which focuses on those deadbeat dads who fail to fulfill their financial obligation or
who remain perpetually absent from their children’s lives. However, little attention is
given to those fathers who desire to remain engaged in the parenting process, but are
faced with external systematic challenges to their involvement. Barriers to fatherhood
describe situations or conditions inhibiting the participant’s performance of parental
behavior (Dallas & Chen, 1998).
Billingsly (1970), reflecting on the Moynihan Report five years after its
publication, highlighted that this report concluded that the structure of family life in the
black community constituted a “tangle of pathology” capable of perpetuating itself
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without assistance from the white world” and that “at the heart of the deterioration of the
fabric of the Negro society is the deterioration of the Negro family.” This was an
incorrect analysis of the relationship between black families and white society it reverses
the true nature of the influence process at work. It is not weakness in the family which
causes poverty and racism; the true tangle of pathology which afflicts black people is
quite the other way around. The greatest problems facing black families are problems
which emanate from the white racist, militarist, materialistic society which places higher
priority of putting white men on the moon than putting black men on their feet on this
earth (Billingsly, 1970).
More recently, Hamor (1997) argues since the release of the Moynihan Report in
1965, the public has had a negative perception of the role of black fathers and their
relationship with their children. Hamor goes on to point out from the Moynihan report
the assertion that the “tangle of pathology” resulted because “too many fathers had
abandoned or neglected their family. Despite the many substantial challenges to the
report, noncustodial or “absent” back fathers has been viewed as uncaring, and socially
and financially irresponsible with regard to fulfilling their role as father.
The National Association of Social Workers (1996) Code of Ethics explicitly
mandates that professionals practice include empirically based knowledge, the evaluation
of program interventions, and that social workers “critically examine and keep current
with emerging knowledge relevant to social work and fully use evaluation and research
evidence in their professional practice.
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Social work is, by its very nature, a value-based profession. Although values and
knowledge are seen as separate but interactive components of professional decisions and
actions there is a tendency to overlook the fact that values and ideological positions are
inherent in all theory and knowledge. When theory and knowledge are presented as
“objective” truths that can be empirically demonstrated and objectively verified the
supposedly impartial scientific methods, it becomes all too easy to bypass the
philosophical and ideological underpinnings of what we know (Robbins, Chatterjee, &
Canda, 1999).
Due to the fact that social wok emphasizes practice that is based on scientific
theories of human behavior, causation, prevention, and intervention, we might incorrectly
believe that ideology has no place in theory construction or in our professional
knowledge base. Despite the veil of scientific objectivity, theories are not free from the
influence of ideology (Robbins, Chatterjee, & Canda, 1999).
Nobles (1985) argues that scientific inquiry asserts that common sense or the
sense of a people constitute the bases upon which scientific information is built.
Scientific inquiry is, therefore, idiosyncratic to the social scientist’s task, in fact, is to
extend the common sense wisdom of one’ people by reducing that element of reality with
which we are concerned to “intellectually manageable properties without compromising
its empirical truth. The social scientist’s role, is, therefore, is to present the “truth” of
one’s people in a scientific manner.
The purpose of science is to extend or expand the common sense understanding of
one’s people with a scientific understanding. In recognition that the goal of science is to
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understand phenomena and not singularly to predict and control phenomena, the task of
scientific inquiry is to establish general laws about the phenomena, which in turn serve as
instruments for systematic explanation and which provide the bases for dependable
predictions. The source of difficulty in the establishment of these general laws
(particularly for ~cial phenomena, i.e., black family life) has been (a) a limited definition
of the procedure ~or obtaining factual information and (b) a limited capacity to
understand the information obtained (Nobles, 1985).
Cochran (1997) asserts that a major task for scholars interested in African-
American families is to continue to study the roles African-American fathers play and to
identif~’ issues that positively or negatively affect their parenting experiences. Theories
that are flexible enough to address these assumptions may lead to a comprehensive
understanding of African-American men’s parenting experiences.
Theoretical assumptions should (a) reflect the cultural values and patterns in
African-American families and communities; (b) reflect the experiences of African-
American fathers according to their political, educational, and socioeconomic
background; (c) consider the diverse roles African-American fathers hold in the family
system; (d) provkle an understanding of paternal role expectations from the perspective
of African-American men, families, communities, and society at large; and (e) be
sensitive to changes (developmental , physical) that occur in African-American men’s
paternal role (Cochran, 1997).
Using the Ecological theory, Afrocentric Paradigm and the Strengths Perspective
allow for the exploration of historical, political, legal and social influences on parental
76
involvement among African-American non-resident fathers. Additionally, these
approaches offer an alternative to simply comparing them to other ethnic groups, or one
social class to another.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The maj or objectives of this chapter are to present a conceptual framework for
delineating the relationship between variables and concepts presented, and to provide an
overview of the methods used for conducting this study. The following are described in
this chapter: research design, description of the sites, sampling and population,
instrumentation, and treatment of the data.
Research Design
An explanatory research design was used in this study of parental involvement
among African-American unwed fathers. Components of involvement include
accessibility, engagement, and responsibility (A-E-R).
This study design conceptualizes the influence on parental involvement (A-E-R)
by one or more of the following factors: (1) unwed father and custodial parent
characteristics (UFC & CPC), (2) history of companionship and offspring (HCO),
(3) institutional factors (IF), and (4) an unwed father’s relationship with custodial parent
(PR). The relationship between parental involvement and program impact (P1) is viewed
as bidirectional. That is, lack of parental involvement may induce the need for unwed
fathers to participate in the program to achieve a higher level of involvement. In other
words, lack or low level of parental involvement service as a cause of program
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participation while a higher level of involvement can be viewed as its consequence. A
schematic model for this conceptualization is illustrated in Figure 1. Definitions of the
diagram concepts and their interrelationships follow.
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79
As shown in Figure 1 unwed father characteristics (UFC) affect history of
companionship and offspring (UFHCO). Likewise, Custodial Parent Characteristics
(CPC) affect History of Companionship and Offspring (CPHCO). These histories of
companionships and offsprings together affect Parental Relationship (PR). Considering
that parents have already been separated, it is inevitable that institutional factors (IF)—
legal standing and child support status—become the determinants of parent relationship
as well. The degree of compatibility in parental relationship determines the unwed
father’s involvement in his child’s life. Should this involvement be seen less than
satisfactory, the unwed father may opt to participate in the Access and Visitation Program
and thereby receive an array of services that will help restore a healthy relationship with
the custodial parent and/or improve the level of involvement with the child.
The above explanations may be shown in the form of the following seven
statistical models. Each model represents a structural equation.
1. UFC—*UFHCO
2. CPC—*UFHCO




7. AER—> P1 —*AER
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The analytical procedures to be used in measuring the above specified modes will
be a series of multiple regression equations. A generic formula for model regression
equation is Y = a + ~ b i xi + e, where,
Y the dependent variable in a given equation
xi = independent variable
i-th independent variable in the equation corresponding to “y”
a = intercept
bi = beta or regression coefficient corresponding to i-th. Independent variable
e error term
Once all structural equations are tested the significant variables will be identified and
conceptual model will be modified based on empirical results.
Description of the Site
The selected site for this study is the Child Access and Visitation Program
conducted by a local community based social work organization in the city of Atlanta,
Georgia. Child Support Enforcement began the Child Access and Visitation pilot project
in June 1998, to address the needs of noncustodial parents who wanted visitation with
their children. Funding for the pilot was grounded in research that has shown that
parental contact is related to the payment of child support, and that noncustodial parent’s
involvement improves children’s development and self esteem. Services include a
parenting seminar, initial assessment, counseling, mediation, development of parenting
plans and three forms of visitation: supervised, neutral drop-off and pick-up, and
monitored. Nine licensed masters or Ph.D. level social workers serve as the case
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managers who assist clients throughout metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia. The researcher
serves as a program director and project manager within the agency.
Sample and Population
The sample frame for this study involves African-American unwed fathers with at
least one child for whom they are required to pay child support. These fathers are
presently participating or have participated in the Child Access and Visitation Program of
Atlanta, Georgia within the last four years from the time of this study. The program
maintains an electronic database as well as case records of current and former
participants. Initially, a sample of 350 cases was drawn from the electronic database
using computer generated random numbers. This sample size provided a possible
attrition up to 100 cases that might be ineligible to participate in this study because of
their participation in the program for less than a week or they could not be contacted by
phone or written correspondence. The determination of ineligibility period of
participation of less than a week is based on theoretical grounds that the person should be
allowed for at least a week or longer in order to feel or perceive the program impact.
Results from the initial sample found 185 cases to be ineligible because many of
the former participants moved or their phone numbers were disconnected. Consequently
115 participants were selected from the initial sample. A second random sample of 100
cases was generated, which excluded those identified from the initial sampling pooi
based on their computer generated random numbers. Fifty-seven cases were then
excluded where contact information was outdated or program participants did not meet
the study criteria. A total of 43 cases were then selected from the second sample. Thus,
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a total of 163 participants were selected from the cases identified from all sampling. Due
to the amount of time associated with conducting the sample, contacting participants and
administering the survey, it was determined that the final of 163 would represent the
sample population for this study.
Instrumentation
A self administered survey entitled Factors That Influence Parental Participation
among African-American Unwed Fathers (see Appendix A) was constructed in
consultation with the research advisors at Clark Atlanta University and pilot tested on
September 2, 2006, before it was finalized. The final form of the survey instrument
consists of seven sections, totaling 53 questions. Section I solicits respondent’s as well as
custodial parent’s demographic information—gender, ethnicity, and age. Section II
includes questions pertaining to the history of companionship and offspring of the unwed
father as well as the custodial parent. The purpose of these questions is specifically to
exam their stability in companionship—the most resent as well as prior relationships and
to see if either or both have children outside their companionship under study. Literature
shows that duration of union in a relationship is directly related to the degree of mutual
concern once the union is broken. Therefore, this section also solicits responses on these
variables. Sample items included “Have you ever had children with a woman other than
the custodial parent?” and “Before the child was conceived, how long were you and the
custodial parent together?” Section III, socioeconomic status includes questions
pertaining to education, occupation and income of the unwed father and the custodial
parent. The rationale for these questions is anchored in the theoretical grounds that the
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ability to pay child support is the direct function of one’s employability and level of
earnings. Looking in the framework of compatibility of relationship one might postulate
a greater variance between the two partners education and income level. When the
woman’s education and income level is much higher than that of a man’s, a higher level
of incompatibility exists, which in turn reduces the duration of their companionship. In
order to verify this position, this section includes questions pertaining to socio economic
status variables of the custodial parent. Sections IV and V focus on legal and child
support status. The questions included herein are directly related to institutional factors.
This information will be helpful to determine the legitimacy of father-child relationship
as well as the degree of compliance with child support payment requirements on the part
of the unwed father. For those who may not have met child support payment obligations
regularly, the questionnaire also solicits information regarding underling reasons.
Section VI consists of information on unwed father involvement with the child. This
section includes three items on accessibility, four on engagement, five on responsibility,
and four on relationship with custodial parent. Each of these items constitutes a four-
point satisfaction scale: 1 - completely satisfied, 2 - somewhat satisfied, 3 - take it as it
comes, and 4 - not satisfied. The last section, section VII, is about the program impact.
The six questions included in this section are geared to determine the extent to which the
respondents perceive that the program have benefited them. In addition, this section also
tries to determine what specific service(s) respondents find to be frequently beneficial to
them. An analysis of this information is necessary not only to measure the overall impact
of the program, but also to identify what interventions might be more effective for what
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group of cliental. Such information helps effective resource planning, resource
allocation, and streamlining of services in a cost effective method.
Pilot Testing
As mentioned earlier, the survey instrument was pilot tested on September 2,
2006, in a group of eight representative respondents and one case manager. Creative
triangulation approach involving the researcher, case manager and respondents was used
to validate the responses. Social distance between the researcher and participants was
eliminated by allowing the case manager to complete the instrument along side the
respondents. Additionally, the case manager is the middle ground person who
understands the goals of the study and the respondent’s level of understanding and is one
of the case managers administering the survey. This process also serves as added
interview training allowing greater ability to respond to participants should they raise
questions.
Results from piloting the survey identified labeling, formatting, and sampling
concerns. Participants expressed dissatisfaction with labeling Section II as marital,
sexual, and relationship history because the categories appeared judgmental, and to a
degree, offensive. Participants were asked for better labeling suggestions based on the
questions in the section. History of Companionship and Offspring resulted from the
discussion. Regarding Section VI scale format, participants expressed more comfort in
checking responses; therefore, the survey was reformatted. Sampling concerns arose
because many respondents expressed an inability to answer program impact questions 48-
51 because they were newly enrolled in the visitation program. While this could have
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been easily corrected by adding another response such “NA,” the researcher was more
concerned with potential attrition of responses for this particular section of the
questionnaire. Because of the outweighing significance of attrition concerns, it was
decided to over sample the respondents by an additional 50 cases and physically
eliminate newly enrolled participants that were randomly drawn into the sampling frame.
Those eliminated were reconsidered for inclusion after a service span of not less than one
week. This process ensured that all respondents had participated in the program for at
least one week and had received program services, thereby qualifying them to respond to
the entire questionnaire.
Reliability Analysis
Reliability is the accuracy or precision of a measuring instrument. Statistically, it
measures the proportion of the ‘true” variance to the total of obtained variance of the
data either by a measuring instrument. Looking differently, reliability is the proportion
of error variance to the total variance either by a measuring instrument subtracted from
1.00, the index 1.00 indicating perfect reliability. Thus, the reliability coefficient varies
between 0 and 1 indicating 0 as no reliability and 1 as perfect reliability. The
Chronbach’s Alpha provides a coefficient of internal consistency based on average inter
item correlations. In this research, reliability analysis with the Crhonbach’ s Alpha model
was conducted for 16 scale items—Accessibility, Engagement, Responsibility and
Relationship with the Custodial Parents (see item descriptions in Appendix A, Section
IV). As Table 1 shows, the overall reliability of these items as measured by Chronbach’ s
alpha is 0.938. In order to ascertain the internal consistency among these scale items,
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Table 1
Reliability Analysis Items — Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach’s
Mean if Scale Variance Item-Total Alpha if
Deleted it Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
With physical access to my child 49.69 252.525 .798 .931
With telephone access to my 50.07 250.945 .792 .931
child
With correspondence with my 49.94 254.181 .790 .931
child
With regular visits with my child 49.82 250.324 .838 .930
With visiting my school at 49.79 256.750 .743 .932
school/daycare
With participating in activities 49.91 253.158 .808 .931
with my child
With the way the CP is raising 50.15 267.250 .537 .937
my child





Mean if Scale Variance Item-Total Alpha if
Deleted it Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
With help I provide with my 49.92 261.9 17 .654 .935
child’s homework
With fact I’m listed as an 50.24 261.603 .587 .936
emergency contact
With my financial contribution I 50.57 272.851 .411 .940
make to me my child’s needs
With responsibility CP shows 50.39 267.981 .513 .938
toward child’s wellbeing
With amount of Communication I 49.85 260.3 16 .725 .933
have with CP
With opportunity I get to discuss 49.69 259.276 .744 .933
with CP child issues
With the way we negotiate when 49.34 264.114 .700 .934
we have disagreements
With the way we set aside 49.62 263.175 .650 .935
disagreement for child’s benefit.
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additional Chronbach’ s Alpha if item deleted statistics were obtained. As shown, in the
last column of the table, these coefficients were fairly consistent with a slight variation
between .930 and .940. Therefore, it is determined that the scale items were uniformly
consistent with a high level of reliability.
Treatment of the Data
The unit of analysis here is individual. That is, each unwed father that
participated in this study constitutes the unit of analysis. The data collected through the
instrument discussed above provide information on different measurements: nominal,
ordinal, and interval. For example, gender and ethnicity are nominal variables. The
items in section VI under unwed father involvement scale are ordinal. Questions like
age, number of children, amount of child support, and income are all interval level
variables. Information like reason for missing child support, services that are beneficial
to the participants provide qualitative information. This information was treated as per
the norms of statistical principals with regard to their measurement characteristics for
conducting appropriate statistical techniques that would yield meaningful interpretations.
Limitations of the Study
The scope of the study was limited to African-American unwed fathers
participating in the Access and Visitation Program of Atlanta, Georgia. As such, the
participants do not represent the entire population of noncustodial fathers with issues
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related to their involvement with their children. Therefore, the results must be interpreted
to the population that is in close proxy of the study sample.
The second limitation of this study is similar to that of any study based on self
reporting data. That is, the degree of validity and reliability of self reported data depends
on the accuracy of respondents’ willingness and ability to provide responses. This
researcher attempted to minimize this error to the extent possible by comparing
information on certain key variables between survey instruments and case files by taking
a sample of respondents. The exemption here is that a close agreement between self
reported data and case files is the indicator of greater reliability and validity which can be
generalized to all responses in the instrument (including the variables that are not part of
the case files).
A third limitation arose from respondent’s ability to answer questions related
custodial parent. This information would have been, perhaps, more reliable if they were
collected directly from custodial parents. However, the program does not serve the
custodial population. In the absence of access to custodial parents, the researcher was left
with the only alternative of resulting to this indirect access.
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS
The data analysis was conducted at two levels. The first level was the descriptive
analysis. Here the sample data was computed in terms of characteristics of unwed fathers
as well as custodial parents, the history of companionship and offspring of each parent,
the relationship between the parents, institutional factors, program impact, and finally,
accessibility, engagement, and responsibility. The second level of analysis was analytical
procedures, which include a series of regression equations guided by the conceptual
model presented in Chapter III, in order to determine the significant variables that had
direct or indirect impact on unwed fathers’ accessibility, engagement, and responsibility.
Descriptive Analysis
(1) Characteristics of Unwed Fathers
Table 2 discloses that nearly one half of the respondents (49%) are 30-39 years
old, and nearly 8 out of every 10 unwed fathers (79°/b) are less than 40 years old. Thus,
many of these respondents are relatively young with an average age of 34 years. Their
educational attainment, for the most part varied between 12 and 15 years of schooling
(82%). The average number of years of schooling for this sample is only 13 years,
implying that they are right around the completion of high school. Given this educational





Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Age (in years)
20-29 48 29.4 29.4
30-39 80 49.1 78.5
40-49 39 17.8 96.3
50 Years or older 6 3.7 100.0
Years Completed in School
11 or less 31 19.0 19.00
12-15 103 63.2 82.2
16-18 26 16.0 98.2
19-22 3 1.8 100.0
Occupational Category
Employed (100) (60.6) (60.6)
Professional 13 13.0 13.0
Managerial 9 9.0 22.0
Clerical Kindred 9 9.0 31.0
Transportation 16 16.0 47.0
Sales and Repair 28 28.0 75.0
Construction Labor 9 9.0 84.0
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Table 2 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Occupational Category (continued)
Entertainment 3 3.0 87.0
Hospitality 8 8.0 95.0
Military & Law Enforcement 5 5.0 100.0
Unemployed (61) (37.0) (97.6)
Hours of Work a Week
None 46 28.2 28.2
1-10 3 1.8 30.1
11-20 10 6.1 36.2
21-34 7 4.3 40.5
35-45 75 46.0 86.5
46-60 21 12.9 99.4
61 or more 1 .6 100.0
Income (per month)
$00 42 25.8 25.8
$100-499 9 5.5 31.3
$500-999 17 10.4 41.7
$1,000-1,499 21 12.9 54.6
$1,500-1,999 25 15.3 69.9
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Table 2 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Income (per month) (continued)
$2,000-2,999 25 15.3 85.3
$3,000-3,999 13 8.0 93.3
$4,000-4,999 5 3.1 96.3
$5,000 or more 6 3.7 100.0
obvious from the fact that only 61% of them have some kind of employment while 37%
remained unemployed. Of those who were employed (n100), 13% were professionals
(teachers, engineers, health ‘mental health professionals), 9 were managers and clerical
and kindred (clerical accountant/banking, stock clerk), 9 were construction labors, and 3
were entertainers. The most common categories that these fathers occupied were
transportation (16%), and sales and repair (28%). A few (8%) were employed in the
hospitality industry as restaurant/fast food/cookldomestic services), and military/law
enforcement (5%). When the number of hours worked by each of these fathers was
considered, 40% reported they have been unemployed or work part time (0-34 hours),
while another 46 % reported full time employment (3 5-45 hours), and over 13 % reported
working overtime (46 hours or more) in a typical work week. It is reasonable to assume
that those who reported overtime work may have engaged themselves in multiple jobs to
maximize their earning capacity in order to meet their financial obligations including
child support payments. The income distribution of these respondents corresponds to that
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of their work distribution. For example, 28% of the fathers reported “no work” and 26%
reported “no income.” Approximately 12% reported part time employment and 16%
reported less than $1,000 a month. Similarly, 46% reported full time employment and
43% reported the earnings between $1,000 and $3,000 per month. Those who reported
overtime or multiple jobs tend to have college or higher education and are likely to make
$3,000 or more (see Table 2).
(2) Characteristics ofCustodial Parent
Ninety-four percent of the unwed fathers reported the custodial parent of their
children to be black and 6% white; 39% of the respondents estimated the custodial
mothers to be less than 30 years old, and another 45% estimated them to be in their 30s
(30-39 years). Only 16% could guess the custodial parent to have attained 40 years of
age or older. On an average the custodial parents are 32 years old as estimated by the
unwed fathers or two years younger than themselves. The educational attainment of the
custodial parent is identical to that of the fathers with an average number of years
completed of school to 13. Sixty-three percent of the custodial parents are viewed to
have 12-15 years of schooling. Unlike fathers, 65% (or two-thirds of all custodial
parents) are expected to have no work or part time work, while 33% were reported to
have full time employment. Thus, in general these unwed fathers view their custodial
parents similar to themselves in terms of age and their education but in terms of
employment working for fewer hours than themselves. Perhaps this may be out of
necessity for these custodial parents to provide child care for much longer duration as




Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Race
Black 153 93.9 93.9
White 9 5.5 99.4
Other 1 .6 100.0
Age
l9orless 4 2.5 2.5
20-29 59 36.2 38.7
30-39 73 44.8 83.4
40-49 23 14.1 97.5
50 Years or older 4 2.5 100.0
Years Completed in School
11 or less 34 20.9 20.9
12-15 103 63.2 84.00
16-18 24 14.7 98.8
19-22 2 1.2 100.00
Hours of Work a Week
OorUnknown 21 12.9 12.9
1-10 81 49.7 62.6
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Table 3 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Hours of Work a Week (continued)
11-20 2 1.2 63.8
21-34 2 1.2 65.0
35-45 54 33.1 98.2
46-60 3 1.8 100.00
(3) Unwed Father History ofCompanionship and Offspring
The respondents split almost equally between those married and those unmarried
(49% and 51%, respectively). Of those married, 65 (82%) reported to have had married
only once while 10 (13%) did so twice, and another 4 (5%) three or more times. These
fathers engaged in multiple marriages may have entailed themselves in sequential
monogamous relationships, i.e. marring one woman for some period and then ending the
relationships before getting married to another one. The higher number of marriages for
any given person, indicate shorter average duration of any given marriage, suggesting
lesser commitment. The number of respondents who reportedly had children with a
woman other than the custodial parent (n = 96) is higher than that of those married before
(n = 79). This pattern may suggest that these males are likely to have had children not
only with a different woman but also without a serious commitment to a long term
relationship. This is further clear when 48% of these 96 respondents admitted to have
between 2-8 children with a woman other than the custodial parent, designating them to
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the status of irresponsible fathers. At least one-third of these irresponsible fathers (n =
32) claimed to have these children with 2-4 women other than the custodial parent. For
many, the duration of companionship with the custodial parent is less than a year either
before conception (55%) or after conception (6 1%). Interestingly, 12% of the unwed
fathers stayed with the custodial parent less than a month before conception and 29%
stayed for the same duration after conception indicating that these fathers have a
tendency to seek immediate and short term sexual gratification and yet do not obligate
themselves for lasting relationships (Table 4).
Table 4
Unwed Father ‘s History ofCompanionship and Offspring
Variables Number Percent Cumulative %
Have you ever been married (n = 163)
Yes 79 48.5 48.5
No 84 51.5 100.0
If married, how many times (n = 79)
Once 65 82.3 82.3
Twice 10 12.7 94.9




Variables Number Percent Cumulative %
Ever had children with a women other
than the custodial parent (n = 163)
Yes 96 58.9 58.9
No 67 41.1 100.0
If yes, how many children (n = 96)
Unspecified 4 4.2 4.2
1 46 47.9 52.1
2 18 18.8 70.8
3 16 16.7 87.5
4 6 6.3 93.8
5 4 4.2 97.9
6 1 1.0 99.0
8 1 100.0 100.0
With how many women (n = 96)
Unspecified 5 5.2 5.2
1 59 61.5 66.7
2 19 19.8 86.5
3 10 10.4 96.9
4 3 3.1 100.0
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Table 4 (continued)
Variables Number Percent Cumulative %
Before conceived, how long were you and
the custodial parent together (n = 96)
Less than a month 20 12.3 12.3
1-3 18 11.0 23.3
4-6 15 9.2 32.5
7-12 37 22.7 55.2
13-42 48 29.4 84.7
43-88 18 11.0 95.7
89 or more months 7 4.3 100.0
After conceived, how long were you and
the custodial parent together (n = 96)
Lessthanamonth 47 28.8 28.8
1-3 19 11.7 40.5
4-6 14 8.6 49.1
7-12 20 12.3 61.3
13-42 32 19.6 81.0
43-88 21 12.9 93.9
89 or more months 10 6.1 100.0
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(4) History ofCompanionship and Offspring ofCustodial Parent
As reported by the unwed fathers, custodial parents were more frequently
unmarried (66%). Of those married (34%), 70% married only once, 27% married twice
and only one reported to have married four times. Despite these slight differences in
marital history, the custodial parents were identical to the unwed fathers in terms of
reproductive behavior. Fifty-eight percent (n = 95) of the custodial parents were reported
to have children with men other than the respondent and 58% of them had 2-8 children
with two to six men. Given that 83% all custodial parents are less than 39 years of old,
these patterns of marital status composition, companionship and offspring clearly
designate them to be as irresponsible as the unwed father. In other words, these mothers
were not interested in situating themselves in a lasting relationship with committed sexual
partners before baring and giving birth to their children (Table 5).
Table 5
Custodial Parent History ofCompanionship and Offspring
Variable Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Has the custodial parent ever been married
(n= 163)
Yes 56 34.4 34.4
No 107 65.6 100.0
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Table 5 (continued)
Variable Frequency Percent Cumulative %
If married before, how many times (n = 56)
1 39 69.6 69.6
2 16 28.6 98.2
4 1 1.8 100.0
Does the custodial parent have any other
chilcfren outside of those with you (n = 163)
Yes 95 58.3 58.3
No 63 41.7 100.0
If yes, how many other children (n 95)
1 47 49.5 49.5
2 33 34.7 84.2
3 8 8.4 92.6
4 4 4.2 96.8
6 2 2.1 98.9
8 1 1.1 100.0
With how many men (n 95)
1 61 64.2 64.2
2 25 26.3 90.5
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Table 5 (continuel)
Variable Frequency Percent Cumulative %
With how many men (n = 95) (continued)
3 4 4.2 94.7
4 4 4.2 98.5
6 1 1.1 100.0
(5) Institutional Factors
Table 6 slows 113 (69.3%) of respondents reported establishing paternity either
by a DNA test or by verbal admission. The same percentage reported that they do not
have court orderel legitimation. Nearly eight out often respondents (82%) had no
visitation order signed by the judge. Only 13% had joint custody of their child of whom
two-thirds (67%) had at least 13 years of schooling. This means those who had education
of high school diploma or higher has a high probability of getting joint custody than there
counter parts with less than a high school education. The association between the
education and joint custody status was also found to be statistically significant (chi
square = 5.848, df= 1, p = 1016). Occupationally, (67%) of those with joint custody
were employed ir sales and repair (40%) or professional (26.7%) categories.
As per the child support obligations, the minimum was reported at $71.00 while
the maximum was $1,179 per month. The mean monthly payment was $319. Over one
half of the sample (54%) reported less than $400 per month. Only 7% reported $600 or
more per month. Nearly 42% (n = 68) thought the child support they were paying was




Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
I have established paternity (n = 163)
Yes 113 69.3 69.3
No 50 30.7 100.0
I have a court order of legitimation
(n= 163)
Yes 50 30.7 30.7
No 113 69.3 100.0
I have a visitation order signed by a judge
(n =163)
Yes 30 18.4 18.4
No 133 81.6 100.0
My monthly Child Support payment is
(n= 163)
$lO0orless 5 3.1 3.1
101-199 32 19.8 22.8
200-299 50 30.9 53.7
300-399 30 18.5 72.2
400-499 22 13.6 85.8
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Table 6 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
My monthly child support payment is
(n = 163) (continued)
500-599 12 7.4 93.2
600 or more 11 6.8 100.0
The amount I pay in child support is fair
(n= 163)
Yes 95 58.3 58.3
No 68 41.7 100.0
My child support is (n = 163)
Current 68 41.7 441.7
Behind 95 58.3 100.0
If behind in child support, how much
(n95)
Lessthan$1000 18 18.9 18.9
$1000-2,499 21 25.9 41.1
$2,500-4,999 37 28.4 80.0
$5,000-14,999 12 12.6 92.6
$15,000-20,000 3 3.2 95.8




Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
Ever missed a child support payment
(n= 163)
Yes 112 69.4 69.4
No 51 31.3 100.0
Do you have more than 1 child support
case (n = 163)
Yes 52 31.9 31.9
No 111 68.1 100.0
If more that 1 case, how many more
(n=52)
1 21 40.4 40.4
2 25 48.1 88.5
3 4 7.7 96.2
4 1 1.9 98.1
5 1 1.9 100.0
unfair for the following reasons: don’t have ajob (3%), don’t make enough money
(41%), have other child support cases (15%), have family and other children (10%), the
mother is lazy and does not work (9%), don’t get to see the child (18%), amount based on
past earning level (2%), and unknown (3%). Nearly 58% are behind with their child
— __ - — S - jfl. = =, ti -
106
support, some of them are way behind with considerable amounts of $2,500 or more
(59%). Sixty-nine percent admitted they missed the child support payment one time or
another. The reasons the specified for missing payments include: loss ofjob (15%),
starting a new job (25%), lack of access to see the child(ren) (22%), or the amount was
way over their ability to pay (22%). Thirty-two percent said they have more than one
child support case. Thirty-one respondents said they actually have 2-5 child support
cases.
(6) Parental Relationship
The unwed father’s relationship with the custodial parent is measured in terms of
his level of satisfaction in terms of (a) the amount of communication he has with the
custodial parent, (b) the opportunities he gets with the custodial parent to discuss the
matters related to the child, (c) the style of negations when they have disagreements, and
(d) the way they set aside their disagreements for the benefit of their child or children.
Understandably for each of these items the model response category is “Completely
Dissatisfied” ranging from 33% to the amount of communication he had with the
custodial parents to 52% to the style of their negotiation during disagreements. This
pattern shows the incompatibility between personalities as well as their inability to set
aside their differences for the sake of their child (Table 7). In fact, two-thirds of the
sample (67.5%) described their relationship with the custodial parent as ‘no relationship
and no communication (31.5%) or they “argue all the time” (3 5.2%), while 12%
characterized their relationship as “wonderful” or “pretty good.” Only 2% said “it was




Relation with the Completely Somewhat Take It As It Somewhat Completely
. Satisfied Satisfied Comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Custodial Parent
44. With the amount of
. . . 21 (12.9%) 21 (12.9%) 37(22.7%) 30(18.6%) 56(33.1%)
communication I have with
the custodial parent.
45. With the opportunities I get
with the custodial 19 (11.7%) 19 (11.7%) 33 (20.3%) 27 (16.6%) 65 (39.9%)
parent to discuss our
child related matters
46. With the way we [I) and
the custodial parent] 9(5.5%) 20(12.3%) 22(13.5%) 28 (17.3%) 84(56.5%)
negotiate when we have
disagreements
47. With the way we set aside
our disagreements for the 19 (11. 7% 17 (10.4%) 30 (15.4 27 (16%) 70 (42.9%)
benefit of our child.
previous relationships, only 3% could judge their relationship with the custodial parent
was “better,” while 35% were certain that the relationship with the custodial parent is
“much worse” than those they had previously.
Although, nearly 30% felt “no difference between these relationships,” about 13%
said they were “just different.” Finally, nearly 18% were unable to compare because




Relationship with the Custodial Parent
Frequency Percent Cumulative %
How would you describe your relationship with the
custodial parent?
No relationship and no communication 52 31.9 31.9
We argue all of the time 58 35.6 67.5
It’s okay 32 19.6 87.1
It’s Pretty good 2 1.2 88.3
Wonderful 18 11.0 99.4
The same 1 .6 100.0
How does this relationship compare with others
Muchworse 59 35.8 35.8
Aboutthe same 49 30.1 65.9
Better 5 3.0 68.9
Different 21 12.8 81.7
Can’t say, no contact with CP 29 17.8 100.0
When asked for the reasons for the respondent’s break up with the custodial
parent, 88% expressed statements relating to incompatible personality, such as “we were
never really together,” “problems with her family,” “I had other family issues,” “we
argued too much,” “she got on my nerves,” and a “bad relationship.” Only three
• ~ . ~ .~
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respondents specified financial reasons while the remaining nine percent referred to
sexual looseness: “I was cheating” or “she was cheating” (Table 9)
Table 9
What Was the Primary Reasonfor the Break-Up
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
We were never really together 28 17.2 17.2
Problems with her family 28 17.2 34.4
I had other family issues 16 9.8 44.2
We argued too much 26 16.0 60.1
Shegotonmynerves 30 18.4 78.5
A bad relationship 15 9.2 87.7
Financial 3 1.8 89.6
I was cheating 8 4.9 94.5
She was cheating 6 3.7 98.2
Don’t know 3 1.8 100.0
(7) Program Impact
Eighty-two percent of the respondents participated in the Access and Visitation
Program between 1-2 months arid another 10% participated between 3-6 months. Many
of them came to know of the program through child support and court referrals (70%),
followed by the Fatherhood Programs (17%), or a friend (95). Only a few (5%) learned
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about the program through the internet. An overwhelming percentage of 70% received
the Seminar presentation and an additional 17% received case management, while only a
couple of respondents received visitation services. The remaining 8% received all three
services perhaps because they had been in the program for a longer period of time, while
42% acknowledged that their parental involvement had improved from “somewhat” to
“significant amount” since their participation in the program. Since their participation in
the program, 9% had no noticeable change (for them it remained the same). Only two
respondents thought their visitation had declined. Others were either unable to judge or
were still in the program.
Eighty-four percent of those who indicated improvement thought that the seminar
and case management were the most beneficial aspects of the program, while visitation




Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
How long have you participated in the
Access Visitation Program (n = 163)
Less than amonth 11 6.7 6.7
1-2 135 82.2 89.6
3-4 14 8.6 98.2
5-6 3 1.8 100.0
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Table 10 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
How did you come to know about the
program(n 163)
Child Support 60 36.8 36.8
Court 54 33.1 69.9
Friend 14 8.6 78.5
Internet 8 4.9 83.4
Fatherhood Program 27 16.6 100.0
What kinds of services did you receive
from the program (n=163)
Seminar 123 73.3 73.3
Case Management 26 16.3 91.7
Visitation 2 1.2 92.6
All 12 8.0 100.0
In your judgment, how much has your
parental involvement changed since
participating in the visitation program
Improved significantly 24 16.4 16.4
Somewhat improved 37 25.3 41.8
Remained the same 13 8.9 50.7
It has declined 2 1.4 52.1
Unable to judge 71 43.6 90..2
Still in the program 16 9.8 100.0
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Table 10 (continued)
Variables Frequency Percent Cumulative %
If involvement improved, what was the
most beneficial aspect of the program
(n=61)
Seminar 27 44.3 44.3
Case Management 24 39.3 83.6
Visitation 3 4.9 88.5
Case Manager talking with the 7 11.5 100.0
custodial parent
Second most beneficial aspect of the
program (n = 61)
Seminar 11 18.0 18.0
Case Management 20 32.8 50.8
Visitation 15 24.6 75.4
15 24.6 100.0Case Manager talking with the
custodial parent
Third most beneficial aspect of the program
(n=61)
Seminar 12 19.7 19.7
Case Management 17 27.9 47.5
Visitation 18 29.5 77.0
CM talking with the custodial parent 14 23.0 100.0
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(8) Unwed Father Access Engagement and Responsibility (UF-A-E-R)
Accessibility: While 37% of the respondents were satisfied with the physical
access to their child as compared to 60% that were dissatisfied, 38% were satisfied with
the telephone access to their child as compared to 47% that were dissatisfied. In terms of
correspondence (written letters, e-mails, etc), 29% were satisfied and 51% were
dissatisfied. Thus, the growing dissatisfaction regarding accessibility primarily lies with
the physical access to a child;
Engagement: The level of dissatisfaction remained at higher levels in terms of
regular visits with child (55%), visiting child at school or daycare (56%), and with
participating in such activities as athletics, church related activities, and community
related activities with their child (59%). It is not surprising to see these high levels of
dissatisfaction in terms of these engagement scale items, given their dissatisfaction level
with physical access to their child. Despite these levels of dissatisfaction, 41% were
satisfied with the way the custodial parent is raising the child. That means at least 4 out
of 10 fathers are in agreement with the general rearing practices of the custodial parent.
Responsibility: When it comes to responsibility, many fathers were satisfied with
the level of responsibility demonstrated to their child. Specifically, 51% were satisfied
with the responsibility that they have for their child’s healthcare, with the financial
contributions made to meet the child’s need, and with the responsibility the custodial
parent demonstrates towards the well being of the child. However, a relatively lower
percentage (42%) was satisfied with being listed as an emergency contact or with the help
provided in the child’s homework and studies. Once again, these latter two sources of
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relatively lower satisfaction may be attributed to the dissatisfaction with physical access
(Table 11).
Table 11
Accessibility, Engagement, and Responsibility
Completely Somewhat Take it as it Somewhat Completely
Satisfied Satisfied comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Accessibility
32. With physical access to my 30 (28.4 16 (8.6%) 22 (13.5%) 19 (11.7%) 78 (47.9%)
child
33. With telephone access to 40 (26.5%) 22 (13.5%) 24 (14.7%) 16 (8.6%) 63 (38.7%)
my child
34. With correspondence with 33 (20,2%) 14 (8.6%) 33 (20.2%) 26 (16.0%) 57 (35%)
my child [i.e., written
letters, e-mail, etc]
Engagement
35. With regular visits with my 31(19.0%) 19 (11.1%) 24 (14.7%) 17 (10.4%) 72 (44.2%)
child.
36. With visiting my child at
his/her school/daycare. 28 (17.2%) 15 (9.2%) 29 (17.8%) 26 (16.0%) 65 (39.9%)
37. With participating in




38. With the way the custodial
parent is raising my child. 25 (15.3%) 42(25.8% 22(11.5%) 30(18.4%) 44(27%)
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Table 11 (continued)
Completely Somewhat Take it as it Somewhat Completely
Satisfied Satisfied comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Responsibility
39. With the responsibility I
take for my child’s 44 (27%) 39 (23.9%) 32 (19,6%) 21(12.9%) 27 (16.6%)
healthcare.
40. With the help I provide with
my child’s homework and 26(16%) 25 (15.3%) 30(18.4%) 24(14.7%) 58 (31.9%)
studies.
41. With the fact I am listed as
an emergency contact for 43 (26.4%) 26(16%) 23 (16.1%) 19 (11.7%) 52 (31.9%)
my child
42. With the financial
contributions I make to 45 (27.6%) 37 (22.2%) 27 (16.6%) 26 (14.2%) 30(18.4%)
meet my child’s needs.
43. With the amount of
responsibility the custodial 37 (22.7%) 37 (22.7%) 28 (17.2%) 25 (15.3%) 36 (22.1%)
parent demonstrates
towards the well-being of
my child,
Analytical Procedures
In an effort to answer the research questions posed in Chapter I, several regression
models were tested along the conceptual model discussed in Chapter III and results are
presented in this section.
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(1) Impact of Unwed Fathers’ Characteristics on the History ofCompanionship and
Offspring
As shown in Table 12,, unwed father’s characteristics account from 2.7% of
variance for having children with a woman other than the custodial parent to 12.8% for
having ever been married. (r square values). Of all the characteristics, the respondent’s
age has a significant influence on all his companionship and offspring variables with an
exception of “having ever been married” and “having children with how many women.”
In other words younger men are less likely to have been married. On the other hand older
men not only have higher probability of being married, but also for being married
multiple times, having more children with a “woman other than the custodial parent.”
Table 12
Results ofRegression on Unwed Father ‘s History ofCompanionshz~ and Offspring by
Unwed Father Characteristics
How long How long
If yes, Ever If yes, were you were you
Ever how have how many With how with CP with CP
Independent been many other other many before after
Variables married times children children women conception conception
Intercept 2.407* .717 .972* .039 .902 10.525 7.094
Age _253* •355* .087 .245* .187 .193* .317*
Education -.082 -.177 .108 -.035 -.018 .040 -.113
- —— U: ~]tUi~ .JUUU - tJAti[U. — J CL j. aLl. - U: - —
Table 12 (continued)
117
Younger men seem to stay with the custodial parent before and after conception
for lesser duration than their counterparts. One additional significant influence was of
“the number of work hours per week” on the number of children with other women.
Those who work for fewer hours are more likely to report children with other women
(b = - 328*). Education and income showed no significant impact on any of the variables
relating to companionship and offspring.
(2) Impact ofCustodial Parent Characteristics on the History ofCompanionship and
Offspring
The R square values in Table 13 show that custodial parent characteristics could
explain a larger percent of variance in their companionship and offspring than that of the































Number of -.006 .046
Work hours
per week
Income -.140 .030 .008 .122 .085 .012 .158
Rsquare .128 .119 .027 .098 .043 .059 .102
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Table 13
Results ofRegression on Custodial Parent History ofCompanionship and Offspring by
Custodial Parent Characteristics
CP have If yes, how
Independent CP ever If yes, how other many With how
Variables married many times children children many men
Intercept 2.923* 1.447* .976* 2.849* 2.648*
CPRace .034 .089 .044 .102 -.011
CPAge •393* .077 ~.157* ..084 .112
CPhoursof .086 -134 .14.0 .006 .092
work
CPEducation ~209* -143 .216* ~.247* .288*
R square .226 .072 .084 .072 .075
and on “having children with other men.” Younger women tended to report more
frequently to “ever been married” (b = .393*) and were likely to respond negatively for
having children with other men (b=-. 157*). Secondly, custodial parents’ education had
significant influence on all companionship and offspring variables except “number of
times married.” The longer they stayed in school the more likely they would be married
and less likely to be involved with other men and have children with other men
- — _~_ - J J~[t4 —~ — ~ [~LLLfl _L!..~t4~ -
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(3) Impact ofParent’s History ofCompanionship and Offspring on Parental
Relationship
Table 14 discloses that a significant percentage of variance in parental
relationships could be attributed to their personal histories of companionship and
offspring (R square values vary from .582 to .934.). An examination of regression
coefficients indicate that when ever either or both parents engage in sexual relationships
outside their union and or had children with other men or women they encountered
significant relationship problems, especially problems pertaining to communication with
each other and their ability to set aside disagreement for the benefit of the child. Johnson
and Booth (1998) observed that these relationship problems include getting angry at each
other easily, having feelings that are easily hurt, getting jealous, becoming domineering,
being critical, staying moody, not talking of long periods of time, provoking and irritating
each other, and an inability to negotiate or compromise. Interestingly, the duration of
staying together before conception has a positive impact on their ability to set aside their
disagreements for the benefit of the child. This maybe because when the two parents
stayed together for sufficiently longer periods of time before conception they may
develop more conventional congenial and stable relationships that would help them
prioritize the child’s well-being over their personal disagreements.
3(a) Impact ofInstitutional Factors on Parental Relationshz~s
Institutional factors are two fold: legal standing variables, and child support
status variables. Of the legal standing variables, “paternity establishment” has a
significant negative impact on respondent’s degree satisfaction with communication as
- - - — - ~Sh~U L.-JJJ*J4tt~~,L - [ - U~IL~ I~!~LL -. — -- —
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Table 14
Results ofRegression on Parental Relationship by History ofCompanionshzp and
Offspring
Opportunities We set aside
Independent Communication to discuss child Negotiation disagreements
Variables with CP matters style for child
Intercept 1.794 5.722* 3.746 3•935*
Evermarried -.075 -.567 .214 -275
Ifyes,#of -.393 -.467 -.769 ..~759*
times
If yes, how -4.034 -1.024 -.2.050 -2.338
many other
children
With how 3.229 -1.635 1.480 1.766
many women
How long .630 1.083 1.084 .697*
together before
conception
How Long .315 .639 .123 -.293
together after
Conception
-_ [L~ - _±~~fl~LLfl3~LlI J~U]flVJtI±~flL~ — iflfl — _fl — LJ~fl~ J~LL]i — —
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Table 14 (continued)
Opportunities We set aside
Independent Communication to discuss child Negotiation disagreements
Variables: with CP matters style for child
If yes,number ~.463* .130 -.643 -.085
of times CP
married
If yes, how -.681 -1.271 -.412 ~2.524*
many children
Howmany 1.755 2.150 1.067 ~3~59*
men
RSquare .713 .765 .582 .934
well as with opportunities to discuss with the custodial parent child related matters.
Thus, once the paternity is established, either by DNA or verbal admission, the father
tends to expect more leeway to what he has to say about his child. Visitation orders
signed by a judge have a significant negative effect on “setting aside differences for the
benefit of the child.” Like paternity, this legal provision tends to provide the father a
mussel to insist on his rights. Joint custody has a positive impact on negotiation styles
i.e., the way the father and the custodial parent negotiate at the time of these regiments.
The variables pertaining to multiple child support cases produced mixed results. While
more than one child support case has negative impact on negotiation style, it has a
- - -- - _~tLi -
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significant positive affect on setting aside differences. However, multiple child support
cases have a positive affect on negotiation style as well as setting aside differences. It is
possible that those fathers with multiple child support cases are probably involved in
working for longer periods or multiple jobs, leaving them less time for personal
disposition and thereby differing or yielding to custodial parent’s decisions. Overall, the
institutional factors account for 44.8% to 56.7% of variance in parental relationships as
measured by R squared values (Table 15).
Table 15
Results ofRegression on Parental Relationship by Institutional Factors
Satisfaction Opportunities to Set aside
Independent with discuss child Negotiation differences for
Variables communication issues with CP styles child’s benefit
Intercept .9482* 7~954* 4.798 5.147
Established 445* ~.386* -.008 .058
Paternity
Legitimation -.126 .046 -.073 .006
Visitation order .-.208 -.283 -.280 ~.498*
Joint custody -.167 .166 .583* .524
Child Support -.033 .153 .394 .387
payment
Child Support -.030 .131 .040 -.095
fair
— — ___ - - J U: LU~~_jU::L_J-~UtjJ .__. — — - - U UUJ: —
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Table 15 (continued)
Satisfaction Opportunities to Set aside
Independent with discuss child Negotiation differences for
Variables communication issues with CP styles child’s benefit
If behind, how much .106 .117 .263 .014
Ever Missed payment ..013 -.032 -.199 -.114
MorethanlCSCase .~.391* ~.420* ~.635* .520*
Howmanycases .194 .347 .719* .710*
Rsquare .521 .448 .567 .496
(4) Impact ofParental Relationship on Program Impact
Negotiation style has a positive impact on the kinds of services that the
respondent received. For the fathers who faced the problems of negotiation, the program
offered such services as mediation, parenting seminar, and the case manager talking with
the custodial parent. Evidently, these services have enhanced their negotiating skills.
Another significant relationship was found between the ability to set aside disagreements
for the benefit of the child and programs ability to improve parental involvement (b =
.249*). In this particular context the program assist with visitation, offers counseling and
developing parenting plans, i.e., reaching agreement around non visitation matters such
as education and child care. On the whole, parental relationship could be accounted from
2% to 11% of variance in program impact (Table 16).
— -— ~ - STL2 -- -~ — - — —
Table 16
Results ofRegression on Program Impact by Parental Relationship Impact










(5) Impact ofParental Relationship on Accessibility, Engagement, and Responsibility
The degree of satisfaction that the father has with the amount of communication
has significant positive impact on his satisfaction of accessibility via telephone or other







Intercept 1.833* 1.920* 1.499* 2.208* 1.246*
With amount of -.064 .083 -.026 .095 .055
communication
Opportunities to -.119 .066 -.226 .117 .090
discuss child
matters
Negotiation .077 .092 .303* -.165 .207
styles
Wayweset -.132 -.148 -.154 .249* -.102
aside
disagreement
Rsquare .049 .021 .041 .115 .063
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child related matters has a significant positive impact with physical access to the child.
This may imply when discussions occur between the fathers and custodial parents about
non child related matters the physical access to the child may have been barred, perhaps
because of the judicial stipulations intended to protect the psychological well-being of the
child. As for the engagement, the satisfaction with discussing child related matters has
significant impact on regular visits and engaging in extracurricular activities with the
child. Setting aside personal differences has significant impact on the “way custodial
parents parent is raising the child.” That is, when personal differences are set aside
fathers tends to have higher levels of satisfaction with the “way the custodial parent was
raising the child.” This is further evident by the fact that the amount of communication
has significant impact on fathers satisfaction with the responsibility the custodial parent
demonstrates toward their child’s well-being (b = 2.333*). Additionally, discussing child
related matters, has significant impact father being listed as an emergency contact
(b.406*). On the whole, parental relationship accounts for 40% to 41% of variance in
accessibility, 28% to 40% of variance in engagement, and 10% to 28% of the variance in
responsibility (Table 17).
(6) Impact ofProgram on Accessibility, Engagement, and Responsibility
Improved parental involvement has significant impact on fathers’ satisfaction
with physical access to child (b=.359*), and with all the forms of Engagement (regular
visits, visits at schools, extracurricular activities, and CP raising the child), as well as
with the responsibility that custodial parent demonstrates towards the child’s well-being.
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Table 17
Results ofRegression on Accessibility, Engagement, and Responsibility by Parental
Relationship
With Way
Physical With With With CP
access to phone letters, regular Visit at With raising
Independent Variables child access e-mail visits school activities child
Intercept .691* .115 .548 .612 1.146* •799* .910*
Amount of .115 .330* .290* .192 .207 .109 .428*
Communication
Discuss child related .384* .150 .196 .351* .179 353* .149
matters
Negotiation Styles .168 .152 .064 .045 .135 .205 .083
The way we set aside .027 .084 .164 .114 .071 -.049 .233*
issues for child’s benefit
R Square .407 .413 .405 .405 .281 .343 .302
Responsibility Fact I’m With responsibility
I take for With help I listed as With my CP demonstrated
child’s give to child’s emergency financial towards child’s
Independent Variables healthcare homework contact contributions well-being
Intercept 2.823* 2.196* .806 2.301* 1.165
How long in program -.197 .007 .141 .048 -.137
Referred you to the -.005 .027 .001 -.057 .048
program
Kinds ofservices -.142 .018 399* -.110 -.093
received
Involvement Improved -.096 .086 .195 -.009 .341*
127
Table 17 (continued)
Responsibility With help I Fact I’m With responsibility
I take for give to listed as With my CP demonstrated
child’s child’s emergency financial towards child’s
Independent Variables healthcare homework contact contributions well-being
Most beneficial service .166 .061 -.166 .121 .222
RSquare .088 .012 .242 .017 .145
Thus, this is the single most beneficial service that the program has offered to make a
significant difference in satisfaction of unwed father’s in terms of their accessibility,
engagement and responsibility to their children. The R squared values indicate program
impact could explain 16 to 2O~/o of variance in accessibility, 12% to 15% of the variance
in engagement, and 24% of the variance in responsibility (Table 18).
Table 18
Results ofRegression on Accessibility~ Engagement, and Responsibility by Program
Impact
With Way
Physical With With With Visit CP
Independent access to phone letters, regular at With raising
Variables child access e-mail visits school activities child
Intercept .206 .197 .214 .798 .616 .757 1.430*
How long in .026 -.008 .004 .002 -.014 -.036 .112
program
Referred you to .188 .137 .137 .085 .257* .171 .028
program




Physical With With With Visit CP
Independent access to phone letters, regular at With raising
Variables child access e-mail visits school activities child
Kind of services .203 .079 .073 .219 .151 .197 -.053
received
Involvement 359* .340 .349 .263* .273* .275* 359*
Improved
Most Beneficial .037 .174 .261* -.017 .087 .014 -.038
RSquare .186 .158 .204 .122 .147 .126 .134
Responsibility Fact I’m With responsibility
I take for With help I give listed as With my CP demonstrated
Independent child’s to child’s emergency financial towards child’s
Variables healthcare homework contact contributions well-being
Intercept 2.823* 2.196* .806 2.301* 1.165
How long in program -.197 .007 .141 .048 -.137
Referred you to the -.005 .027 .001 -.057 .048
program
Kindsofservices -.142 .018 •399* -.110 -.093
received
Involvement -.096 .086 .195 -.009 .341*
Improved
Most benefical .166 .061 -.166 .121 .222
service
RSquare .088 .012 .242 .017 .145
•ILL~U;liiiIH!~~I~][! —. I- -
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(7) Accessibility, Engagement, and Responsibility on Program Impact
Although it was originally conceptualized that unwed father’s accessibility,
engagement, and responsibility may have an impact on program variables, the empirical
analysis of pertinent regression equations proved otherwise. In other words, none of the
variables of accessibility, engagement, and responsibility had any appreciable influence
on any of the program variables, thus, failing to reject the null hypotheses.
- _~thjiL*-:L-.~j~ F_~I _:
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The purpcse of this study was to explain whether parental involvement among
African-American unwed fathers was influenced by either or both parent’s behavioral
factors, peripheral factors such as institutional and program participation, and personal
characteristics of either or both biological parents. An explanatory research design was
employed in this study.
A total of 163 fathers were randomly selected as volunteer participants from
electronic case fiLes and referral sources to the Child Support Enforcement Access and
Visitation Program was conducted by a community based social work organization
serving the Metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia area. A self-administered survey was
constructed by this researcher in consultation with research advisors. Data analysis was
conducted at two levels: descriptive which employed frequency and percent distributions
of participant responses and analytical procedures, which included a series of regression
equations guided by the conceptual model.
Summary and conclusions of the research finding are presented in this chapter.
Additionally recommendations for future research directions and implications of the
study are presented.
The research study was designed to answer four questions concerning affects on
unwed father’s parental involvement:
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RQ1: To what extent are the unwed fathers satisfied with accessibility,
engagement, and responsibility to their children?
RQ2: What are the behavioral factors (such as history of companionship and
offspring as well as the relationship between the biological parents of the
child) that are directly responsible to the unwed father’s involvement?
RQ3: How do peripheral factors (such as institutional factors and program
participation) influence the unwed father’s involvement with the child?
RQ4: To what extent the personal characteristics of either or both biological
parents influence there relationship, which in turn affect the unwed
father’s involvement with his child.
The following were the null hypotheses:
H0 1: There is no significant statistical relationship between unwed father
characteristics and unwed father history of companionship and off spring.
P102: There is no significant statistical relationship between custodial parent
characteristics and custodial parent history of companionship and
offspring.
L103: There is no significant statistical relationship between unwed father
history of companionship and offspring, custodial parent history of
companionship and offspring, and institutional factors with reference to
their parental relationship.
H04: There is no significant statistical relationship between parental relationship
and unwed fathers access, engagement, and responsibility to his child.
— . ~tt!U.t~]~ ~ ~ —- .j~JtA:.~. .![~]L~ -
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F1o5: There is no significant statistical relationship between parental relationship
and program impact.
I-1o6: There is no significant statistical relationship between program impact and
unwed father’s access, engagement, and responsibility to his child.
11o7: There is no significant statistical bidirectional relationship between unwed
fathers access, engagement, and responsibility to his child and program
impact.
Some of the major findings revealed that there is nearly an identical educational
attainment between both the unwed father and custodial parent with an average 13 years
of schooling. Similarly, 40% of unwed fathers report that they have been unemployed or
worked part time while 65% of custodial parents were reported as having no work or part
time employment. Conversely, 46% of the fathers reported fulltime employment and
43% reported a monthly income between $1,000 and $3,000 a month. These parental
characteristics lend themselves to educational and economic realities which impact the
nature and quality of the relationships between the custodial parent and father.
The history of companionship and offspring has shown that 52% of unwed fathers
indicate having never been married compared to their report of 66% of custodial parents.
Over half of the mothers and fathers (5 8%) are found to have children other than those
with the parent in question, and 83% of those parents report having 1-3 other children.
The a majority of the custodial parents with other children, 78 (90%) have reported
offspring with 1-2 other men, which is lower than self reports by the fathers of 81%
indicating children with other women. Therefore, both parents entered the relationship
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with other children, which involved ongoing dialog with their respective parents while
forming a new relationship consisting of children and the associated parents.
Of all the unwed father characteristics, statistical analysis reveled that age had a
significant influence on all his companionship and offspring variables with the exception
of questions posed regarding “having ever been married” and “having children with more
than one woman.” For custodial parent characteristics, age along with parent’s
education influenced her history of companionship and offspring.
Considering the added dimension of institutional factors to their companionship
and offspring histories, challenges associated with their co-parenting relationship were
apparent. Overwhelmingly, respondents were dissatisfied with their ability to negotiate
during disagreements even when such negotiations were necessary for the benefit of the
child. It is reasonable to assume that this dissatisfaction is further compacted by their
legal status. As previously mentioned, a significant number of respondents reported that
they had neither legitimated their child nor had visitation rights. Thus, they are not on
equal footing with the custodial parent during disagreements. That is, without visitation
or custody rights, their level of and satisfaction with parental involvement is completely
under the control of the custodial parent. Results from statistical analysis shown that
when ever the parents were involved in relationships outside of their union and or had
children with other men or women they will encounter significant relationship problems,
especially pertaining to communication.
While the relationship between the unwed father and custodial parent are
complicated by the preexistence of other children and their parents, the father’s legal
134
standing and child support status also contributes to their relational behavior. While
nearly all of the fathers (70%) report establishing paternity via DNA test or verbal
acknowledgement, only 30% report legitimizing their child while nearly eight out of ten
respondents (82%) had no visitation rights. The father’s legal standing is especially
critical as it relates to his legal right to be involved with his children. As indicated in
early chapters, a father of a child born out of wedlock has no legal rights, other than by
marrying the mother, to involvement or say so concerning his child unless he establishes
paternity, legitimizes his child, and then obtains visitation or a form ofjoint or legal
custody. Even fathers who were married to the mother may not have visitation rights
unless it were apart of their divorce decree. Results here show that only 50 (30%) of the
fathers successfully legitimated their children thus clearing the way to seek visitation.
Significant institutional factors negatively impacting the parental relationship involved
the legal standing variable “paternity establishment” which suggests those fathers who
have established paternity feel they have obtained certain rights to their children.
While all participants in the study actively sought assistance through the Access
Visitation Program with improving their level of involvement with their children, issues
concerning child support were found to be evident. The monthly obligation ranged from
$71.00 - $1,179 with the mean monthly payment being $319. Recall that nearly 40% of
unwed fathers report being unemployed or working only part time with 16% making less
than $1,000 a month, it is not surprising to find that nearly 60% are behind in child
support and 42% indicating that their child support obligation was unfair. Interesting to
note that the most common reasons expressed by fathers for feeling that their obligation
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amount was unfair or reasons for being behind involved low to no employment or that
they had little to no control or involvement with their children. Some fathers also
expressed that they had concerns regarding whether their payments went directly to the
care of their child. Some fathers were behind by considerable amounts of $2,500 or
more. Similarly, 69% of the respondents acknowledge missing payments one time or
another. Considering their history of companionship and offspring it was not surprising
to find that 31% of respondents reported having 3-5 additional child support case.
Respondents for this study were participants or resent referrals to the Access and
Visitation Program which is designed to assist non-custodial parents with gaining access
to and visitation with their children. A significant number of respondents were
participants in the program for one-two months. This is understandable considering
program guidelines allow for services to clients to last between two to three months.
Nearly all of the respondents received some form of the seminar which provided
educational information on co-parenting, communication and visitation rights in Georgia.
While it is understandable that 44% of respondents were unable to judge program impact
due to their duration in the program, on the other hand, nearly half (42%) of those who
were able to judge reported improved parental involvement was due to the seminar
followed by case management services. Results from statistical analysis found that
fathers receiving seminar and case management services improved their negotiation
styles and ability to set aside disagreements for the benefit of the child.
The unwed father’s level of satisfaction concerning his access to, engagement
with and responsibility toward his child represents the key outcome variable in this study.
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Results found a growing dissatisfaction regarding the physical access to his child. This
comes as no surprise considering all of the participants sought out community based
services to improve their physical involvement. Similar findings were reported
concerning their level of satisfaction with engaging in activities with their children. This
too is understandable considering their frustration with physical access. However, a
significant number of respondents were in agreement with the way the custodial parent
was rearing the child. Considering their limited access and ability to engage in activities
with their child, a majority (51%) were satisfied with the responsibility they show toward
their child. This was especially salient concerning responsibility for their child’s
healthcare. Respondents were less satisfied regarding being listed as an emergency
contact or helping their child with homework. This, too, is understandable considering
both forms of responsibility require cooperation and access to their children.
Despite their individual responses to the satisfaction scale, frirther analysis
revealed that the amount of communication had a positive affect on his satisfaction with
accessibility via the telephone. Furthermore, the ability to discuss child-related matters
positively affected their ability to engage in regular visits and extracurricular activities,
and taking the responsibility of being listed as an emergency contact.
Implications for Future Research Direction
While every effort was made to consider the complexities of involvement, there
remain relevant implications for future research direction. The following
recommendations are presented:
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1. While detailed data were obtained regarding the individual marital and
relational histories of the parents, additional research should explore whether
they themselves were ever married.
2. The focus of this study involved a single child for which the unwed father
sought assistance visitation assistance, thus the focus of the study. Further
studies should investigate whether the parents share multiple children
together. This would further clarify the duration of their companionship.
3. While institutional factors took into account their child support status and
legal standing regarding their child, future studies should focus on other legal
relationship and involvement with the court. This would take into account
histories of domestic violence, substance abuse, and whether they had
felonies. This would not only inform its impact on the parental relationship
but also on their employment status.
4. Future research should also consider the addition of a comparison group of
unwed fathers who have established visitation rights or joint custody of their
children. This would allow for further exploration of satisfaction regarding
involvement and communication with the custodial parent.
5. Future research should also consider obtaining direct input from the custodial
parent, thus reducing validity concerns regarding reports by the unwed father.
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Implications for the Social Work Profession
Efforts to better understand unwed father involvement require investigations
beyond singular dimensions. This study has shown that multiple factors including
personal characteristics, behavioral, peripheral, and relational significantly affect a
father’s level and satisfaction with parental involvement. Implications of these finding
for the social work profession are relevant across areas of specializations. For researchers
it requires understanding the multi-dimensionality of involvement. Involvement does not
imply financial input “only.” Unwed father involvement, particularly regarding those
less educated, includes taking into account the link between education, knowledge and
employment. It involves their ability to interpret laws or having the ability to obtain legal
expertise in order to improve their legal standing. Furthermore, research that
incorporates the strengths perspective identifies and seek to better understand unwed
fathers who desire to remain involved with their children regardless of their employment,
educational limitations, and past relationships.
Implications of this study for practitioners suggest an opportunity, from a systems
perspective, to better understand presenting problems during initial clinical sessions
involving unwed fathers. Thus, the relationships between the father and child as well as
the father and mother are impacted institutional and legal factors. Additionally, taking
into account the historical relationship in which this population has interacted with the
work force and legal institutions such as courts and child support system, will add clarity
regarding effective treatment plan development.
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For social workers and program managers, it provides a basis for alternative
strategies for effective intervention methods and service provisions that would promote
parental involvement with their children. The Access Visitation Program was found to be
most beneficial for clients who received the parenting seminar and case management
services. Additionally, the design of the visitation program and its specific goal of
improving parenting time and access to children, allowed for the development of clear
and concise intervention strategies.
Implications for policy makers include understanding that while recent laws have
changed, unemployed and uneducated fathers face severe disparities in public policy.
Results from institutional factors indicate that nearly all fathers establish paternity while
only a few them established legitimated their children. This disparity may be considered
intentional. That is, to establish paternity, a father need only verbally acknowledge the
child, have a positive DNA test, or establish paternity by default by not appearing for his
court hearing. The end result is he is financially responsible for the support of his child.
On the other hand, in order for a father to establish a legal relationship with a child, he
must attain legal representation or have knowledge of the legitimation process. Neither
of which is likely to occur given his educational and financial status.
For fathers, the significance of these finding have shown that regardless of their
educational, legal, or financial status a healthy functional relationship with the custodial
parent is a necessity. This research also informs the fathers that their reproductive
behaviors may affect their relationship with a child. However, it is evident that fathers
who seek parent involvement assistance and take advantage of programs such as Access
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and Visitation are more likely to have successful involvement outcomes and to improve
their negotiation styles with the custodial parent. These fathers come to realize that their
uninvolved and legal status is not stagnant.
APPENDIX A
Parent Involvement Survey
Factors That Influence Parental Participation Among
African-American Unwed Fathers
Inst. # ECR _______________
Dear Sir:
I am a student in the Ph.D. Program at the Whitney M. Young, Jr. School of Social Work at Clark Atlanta
University. I invite you to participate in a parental involvement study of African-American unwed fathers.
The questionnaire will take only seven minutes to complete. The purpose of the study is to learn more
about factors that influence parental participation among unwed fathers. The findings will be in an analysis
of my dissertation. I would appreciate your cooperation. Please relate your responses to only the child(ren)
and mother involved in your visitation case. Because we want all responses to remain confidential, please
do not put your name on the questionnaire answer sheet. Choose only one answer for each question. Please
respond to all questions. Again, thank you for your time and cooperation.
Gerry L. White May 2006
Section I Demographic Information
Please choose only one answer for each statement. Place a mark (X) next to the appropriate
answer.
1. My gender is: (1) Male (2) Female______
2. My ethnicity is: (l)_ Black (2)_ White (3) Hispanic (4)_ Other
3. 1am years old.
4. The ethnicity of the custodial parent is: (l)_ Black (2) White (3)_ Hispanic
4) Other
5. The custodial parent is years old.
Section II History ofCompanionship and Offspring
6. Have you ever been married? (1) _____Yes (2) _____ No
If yes, how many times
7. Have you ever had children with a woman other than the custodial parent?
(1) _____ Yes (2) _____ No If yes, how many children (a) _____




8. Has the custodial parent ever been married? (1)_Yes (2)_ No
(a) If yes, how many times
9. Does the Custodial Parent have any other children outside of those with you?
(1)~ Yes (2)_ No If yes, how many children (a)
With how many men (b)
10. Before the child was conceived, how long were you and the custodial parent together?
11. After the child was conceived, how long were you and the custodial parent together? _____
12. What was the primary reason for your breakup with the custodial parent [Describe]?
13. How would you describe your relation with the custodial parent?
14. How does this relationship compare to previous relationships?
Section III Social Economic Status
15. What is your occupation? [If unemployed, say “None”]
16. On average, how many hours do you work per week? _____________________________
17. What is your earned income per month? $ _______________________________________
18. What is your total income per month [considering all sources]? $ ______________________
19. What is the custodial parent’s occupation? [Indicate “unknown” if not sure]
20. On average, how many hours does the custodial parent work per week? ________________
21. How many years have you completed in school? _____________________________
22. How many years has the custodial parent completed in school? _________________
Section IV Legal Standing Scale
23. I have established paternity (i.e. DNA test): (1) ______ Yes (2) _____ No
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24. I have a court order legitimating my child: (1) _____ Yes (2) _____ No
25. I have a visitation order signed by the judge: (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
26. I have joint custody of my child: (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
Section V Child Support Status
27. My monthly child support payment is: $ ________________________________________
28 The amount I pay in child support is fair: (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
If no, specify reason _________________________________________________________
29. My child support is: (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
(a) If behind, how much? $ ________________________________
30. Have you ever missed a child support payment? (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
(a) If yes, specify the month, year, and reason for missing payments
Month Year Primary Reason
31. Do you have more than one child support case? (1) _____ Yes (2) _____No
(a) If yes, how many
Section VI A-E-R-R Scale
1 = Completely Satisfied 2 = Somewhat Satisfied 3 = Take it as it comes
4 = Somewhat Dissatisfied 5 = Completely Dissatisfied
1 2 3 4 5
Completely Somewhat Take it as Somewhat Completely
Accessibility Satisfied Satisfied it comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
32. With physical access
to my child
33. With telephone
access to my child
34. With correspondence





1 2 3 4 5
Completely Somewhat Take it as Somewhat Completely
Engagement Satisfied Satisfied it comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
35. With regular visits
with my child.
36. With visiting my child
at his/her school!
daycare.










39. With the responsibility
I take for my child’s
healthcare.




listed as an emergency
contact for my child
42. With the financial
contributions I make to
meet my child’s needs.








1 2 3 4 5
Relation with the Completely Somewhat Take it as Somewhat Completely
Custodial Parent Satisfied Satisfied it comes Dissatisfied Dissatisfied







parent to discuss our
child related matters





47. With the way we set
aside our
disagreements for the
benefit of our child.
Section VII Program Impact
48 How long have you participated in the Access Visitation Program?
49. How did you come to know about the Access Visitation Program?
50. What kind of services did you receive from the program?
51. In your judgment, how much has your parental involvement changed because of
participating in the program?
(1) _____ Improved Significantly (2) _____ Somewhat improved
(3) ______ Remained the same (4) ______ It has declined
(5) _____ Unable to judge (6) _____ Still in the program
146
Appendix A (continued)
52. If you have checked “1” or “2” to the above question, list three major services that
were most beneficial to you.
First most beneficial ______________________________________________________________
Second most beneficial ______________________________________________________
Third most beneficial __________________________________________________________
53. Is there anyhing that you would like share regarding your involvement with your child, the
custodial parent, or your experiences in the program? Feel free to comment.
Thank you very much for your cooperation
APPENDIX B
Participant Informed Consent
Factors that Influence Parental Participation Among African-American Unwed Fathers
I ___________________________________________ agree to voluntarily participate in a
research study about unwed African American father’s views concerning factors that
influence parental involvement. I understand that I was randomly selected to participate
in this research study and that all information received will be confidential. This study is
designed to provide insight into challenges unwed fathers face when attempting to engage
in parenting time with their children. I understand that this research consist of
completion of a self-administered questionnaire and viewing the chart from my
participation in the Families First Access Visitation Program. It has been explained to
me that Gerry L. White, a doctoral student in the Whitney M. Young, Jr. Social Work
Program Clark Atlanta University, and Director of the visitation program will conduct the
study. All information provided will be held in strict confidence.
I understand that findings from the surveys will be used exclusively for the dissertation
research project. It has been explained to me that data will be secured for 7 years, upon
conclusion of that term, the individual survey responses will be destroyed.
I understand that this research study has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional
Review Board-Human Subjects in Research, at Clark Atlanta University. For research-
related problems or questions regarding subjects’ rights, I can contact the Institutional
Review Board through Dr. Georgianna Bolden, Office of Research and Sponsored
Programs at (404) 880-6979.
I have read and understand the explanation provided to me. I have all my questions
answered to my satisfaction, and voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
I have been given a copy of this consent form.
Signature of participant Date
Signature of Authorized Representative Date
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APPENDIX C
Letter of Request to Agency
August 8, 2006
Mrs. Patricia Pillow, LCSW
Vice President ofProgram
1104 West Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30314
Dear Mrs. Pillow:
Thank you for meeting with me to discuss the research project for my doctoral dissertation on factors that
influence parental involvement among African American un-wed fathers in Georgia. As I shared, the purpose of
this study is to learn more about challenges un-wed fathers face in their efforts to be involved parents.
As you know I am a doctoral candidate at Clark Atlanta University Whitney M. Young, Jr. School of Social
Work. I have completed all of my course requirements and now in the process of completing dissertation for a
Ph.D. in Social Work.
In order to conduct this study I have to identil~y’ un-wed fathers who have voluntary sought the assistance of the
Access and Visitation Program of which I am the Director. The focus of my research will be the perceptions
participants hold regarding their level of access to the children, efforts to engage in the parenting process, level of
parenting responsibility, and relationship they maintain with the custodial parent.
Information will obtained from the terminated charts of former clients and among some existing client cases. All
information obtained will be kept confidential and stored in the office of Dr. Robert Waymer, committee member.
NO RESEARCH ON THIS PROJECT WILL BE CONDUCTED DURiNG REGULAR WORK HOURS.
As you know, research and outcomes drive funding and shape policy. By expanding this study to include fathers
who have gone through the AV program, there will be a unique opportunity to articulate factors related to program
success and father involvement.
Finally, it is my intent to collect data over the next month and a half and be prepared to share preliminary results
by December.
I am enclosing a copy of my instrument in which the initial form has already been submitted to the Institutional
Review Board (IRB)
Respectfully,
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